Trotskyism or Leninism ? 


One of the mytns perpetrated by Trofskyites, with not inconsiderable 
helo from the imperialist bourgeoisie, is that Leninism and Trotskyism 
are synonymous; that Trotsky was. after Lenin, the mosf brilliant and 
grectest Bolsnev'k (some even implying that Lenin was ao great Trotskyist); 
that frotsxy was the true inheritor of Leninism and a worthy successor 
to Lenin, but wes, alas, deprived of his rightful place by the cunning 
manceuvres of a third class mediccrity and oriental despot fo boot, 
ie., Joseph Stalin. This anti-Communist myth. repeated ad nauseam 
decade after cecade in truly Gcebbelsian fasnion, has acquired the 
force of c public prejudice. Anyone witn the least knowledge of the 
subject cannct but be aware of the fotal falsity of this myth. |? is the 
aim of this book to expose this myth and lay bare the truly reacticnary, 
counter-revoluficnary. essence of the pefty-bourgeois ideciogy of 
Trotskyism, which is as irreconciliasly hostile to Marxism-Leninism as is 
the bourgeoisie to the prcletcrict—notwithstanding its pseudo-Marist, 
ultra- left’ and ultra-‘revelutionary’ terminclogy. 

Trotskyism met with dismal failure both during Lenin's time and afte his 
death. and it failed “because”, tc use Stalin's words, “the leading 
group of the oppcsifion proved to be a group of petty-bourgecis intel- 
lectua's divorced from life. divorced from the revolution, divorced from 
the Party, from tne working class.” (Stalin, C.W., Vol. 10, P. 345) 


This, and not any perscnal factor, expiains the fota! rout of the Trotskyite 
opposition by the Bolshevik Party. 

Cover lustration—A Red Army solilier planting the Soviet Hag on the 
Reichstag in May 1945 atter the rout ef Nazi Germany 
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PREFACE 


QO” of the myths perpetrated by Trotskyites, with not inconsiderable 
help from the imperialist bourgeoisie, is that Leninism and Trotskyism 
are synonymous; that Trotsky was, after Lenin, the most brilliant and grea- 
test Bolshevik (some even implying that Lenin was a great Trotskyist); that 
Trotsky was the true inhentor of Leninism and a worthy successor to Lenin, 
but was, alas, deprived of his rightful place by the cunning manoeuvres of a 
third-class mediocrity and oriental despot to boot, 1.e., Joseph Stalin. This 
anti-communist myth, repeated ad nauseam decade after decade in truly 
Goebbels fashion, not only in Trotskyite publications but also in classrooms 
by petty-bourgeois professors and teachers of history and sociology, not to 
mention the imperialist press and electronic media, this myth has acquired 
the force of a public prejudice. This prejudice is the product of deliberate 
distortion and falsification by Trotskyism and its bourgeois allies, of. Mar- 
xism-Leninism, of deliberate inventions, deceptions, innuendoes, omissions 
and their tendentious interpretations of the history of the Great October 
Revolution and the revolutionary practice and role of the USSR, on the one 
hand, and the ignorance of those on whom these deceptions, distortions and 
downright falsifications are practised, on the other hand. Anyone who has 
made some study, let alone a deep study, of the subject cannot but be aware 
of the total falsity of this myth. It is the aim of this book to expose this myth 
and lay bare the truly reactionary, counter-revolutionary, essence of the 
petty-bourgeois ideology of Trotskyism, which is as irreconcilably hostile to 
Marxsm- Leninism as 1s the bourgeoisie to the proletariat - notwithstanding 
its pseudo- Marxist, ultra-’left’ and ultra- ’revolutionary’ terminology. 

The task I set myself in this book is to show that Leninism and Trot- 
skyism are mutually exclusive; that Trotskyism is irreconcilably opposed to 
Leninism; that those claiming to be Marxist-Leninists are duty bound, in the 
interests of the proletariat, to wage a ruthless and uncompromising struggle 
against Trotskyism; that they have to bury Trotskyism as an idcological 
trend in the working-class movement. Further, I seek to demonstrate that 
after the death of Lenin in January 1924, as Leninism was upheld by the 
Bolshevik Party, now under the leadership of Stalin, Trotskyism continued 
its ceaseless onslaught on Leninism, with some tactical adjustments to the 
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form of its attack. It now attacked Leninism and the Party’s Leninist policy 
under the guisc of attacking ’Stalinism’ in the name of Leninism. For all 
that, Trotskyism continued its counter-revolutionary struggle against revol- 
ubionary Leninism, albeit without overtly and specifically naming Lenin as 
its target. Be it said to the honour of the Bolshevik Party and to its leader, 
Stalin, Trotskyism was dealt blows equally as shattering as those delivered 
against it during Lenin’s lifetime, causing it to suffer ignominious defeat. In 
particular I seck to emphasise three specific features of Trotskyism - fea- 
tures which bring it into irreconcilable contradiction with Leninism. 


Three specific features of Trotskyism 


Trotskyism stands for the theory of ’permanent’ revolution, failing to 
take into account the vast mass of the poor peasantry as a revolutionary 
force and reliable ally of the proletariat. As Lenin nghtly pointed out, Trot- 
sky’s ’permanent’ revolution is tantamount to ’skipping’ the peasant move- 
ment and ‘playing at the seizure of power.” Any attempt at such a revolution 
as was advocated by Trotsky would have ended in certain failure, for it 
would have denied the Russian proletariat the support of its most depend- 
able ally, the poor peasantry. Only this explains Leninism’s unrelenting 
struggle against Trotskyism from 1905 onwards. 

For its part Trotskyism regarded Leninism as a theory possessing “anti- 
revolutionary features" for no better reason that at the proper time Leninism 
correctly advocated and upheld the idea of the dictatorship of the proleta- 
riat and peasantry. Going far beyond this indignant opinion, Trotskyism as- 
serts: 

“The entire edifice of Leninism at the present time is built on lies and falsi- 
fication and bears within itself the poisonous elements of its own decay." 
(Trotsky’s letter to Chkeidze, 1913). 

Leninism, on the other hand, asserts: 

"Trotsky has never yet held a firm opinion on any unportant question of 
Marasm. He always contrives to worm his way into the cracks of any given 
difference of opinion, and desert one side for the other. At the present moment 
he ts in the company of the Bundists and the liquidators. And these gentlemen 
do not stand on ceremony where the Party is concemed” (Lenin, Collected 
Works, Vol 20 p. 448, 1914). 


PREFACE 3 


2. Di ine [ Bs es 

Trotskyism stands for the distrust of Leninism, of Bolshevism, in matters 
of organisation. Whereas Bolshevism stands for the principle of a revol- 
utionary proletarian party of a new type, a disciplined and monolithic Party, 
hostile to opportunist elements, Trotskyism stands for the co-existence of 
revolutionaries and opportunists and for the formation of groups, factions 
and coteries within a single Party. Anyone who is at all aware of the history 
of Trotsky’s notorious August Bloc, in which the Martovites and Otzovists 
(NOTE 1), the Liquidators (NOTE 2) and Trotskyites happily co-operated 
in their struggle against Bolshevism, cannot have failed to notice this liqui- 
dationist feature of Trotskyism. Thus, during this crucial historical period, 
whereas Leninism regarded the destruction of the August Bloc as a precon- 
dition for the development of the proletarian party, Trotskyism regarded 
the liquidationist August Bloc as the basis for building a ’real’ party. 

Throughout this entire pcriod - from 1903 to 1917 - Lenin again and 
again denounced Trotsky for his "careerism", “Menshevism", “conciliation- 
ism" and "liquidationism." Here are a few samples chosen at random from 
scores of Lenin’s writings in the same vein: 


In a letter to Zinoviev dated 24 August 1909, Lenin wnites: " ... Trotsky 
behaves like a despicable careenst and factionalist of the Ryazanov-and-co 
type. Either equality on the editorial board, subordination to the central com- 
mittee and no one’s transfer to Paris except Trotsky’s (the scoundrel, he wants 
to fix up’ the whole rascalty crew of ’Pravda’ at our expense!) - or a break with 
this swindler and an exposure of hirn in the CO. He pays lip-service to the 
Party and behaves worse than any other of the factionalists." (Collected Works, 
Vol 34, p. 400). 

When Lenin was waging a life and death struggle to purge the Party of 
liquidators and otzovists, Trotsky, assuming the role of a conciliator, tned 
his worst to reconcile the Party with these two bourgeois trends. This 
caused Lenin to denounce Trotsky in these terms: 

“In the very first words of his resolution Trotsky expressed the full spirit of 
the worst land of conciliation, ‘conciliation’ in inverted commas, of a sectarian 
and philistine conciliation, which deals with ‘given persons’ and not the given 
line of policy, the given spirit, the given ideological and political content of 
Party work. 

"It is in this that the enormous difference lies between real partyisrn, which 
consists in purging the Party of liquidationism and otzovism, and the 'concilta- 
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tion’ of Trotsky and Co., which actually RENDERS THE MOST FAITHFUL 
SERVICE TO THE LIQUIDATORS AND OTZOVISTS, AND IS THERE- 
FORE AN EVIL THAT IS ALL THE MORE DANGEROUS TO THE 
PARTY THE MORE CUNNINGLY, ARTFULLY AND RHETORICALLY 
IT CLOAKS ITSELF WITH PROFESSEDLY PRO-PARTY, PROFESSED- 
LY ANTI-FACTIONAL DECLAMATIONS". (Notes of a Publicist, Collected 
Works, Vol 16, June 1910, p 211 - emphasis added). 


In November 1910, accusing Trotsky of following ‘in the wake of the 
Mensheviks, taking cover behind particularly sonorous phrases,” of “putting be- 
fore the German comrades liberal views with a Manast coating,” of being a 
master of “resonant but empty phrases,” of failing to understand and ignoring 
the "economic content of the Russian revolution," and thereby depriving him- 
self “of the possibility of understanding the historical meaning of the inner- 
Party struggle in Russia," Lenin goes on to state: 

“The struggle between Bolshevism and Menshevism ts ... a struggle over the 
question whether to support the liberals or to overthrow the hegemony of the 
liberals over the peasantry. Therefore to attribute [as did Trotsky] our splits to 
the influence of the intelligentsia, to the immatunty of the proletariat, etc., is a 
childishly naive repetition of liberal fairy-tales." 

Adding: "Trotsky distorts Bolshevism, because he has never been able to 
form any definite views on the role of the proletariat in the Russian bourgeois 
revolution". 

Countering Trotsky’s lies and falsifications in the German Social-Demo- 
Cratic press and accusing Trotsky of following a policy of "advertisement," of 
"shamelessness in belittling the Party and exalting himself before the Ger- 
mans,” Lenin concludes: 


“Therefore, when Trotsky tells the German comrades that he represents the 
’general Party tendency’, I am obliged to declare that Trotsky represents only 
his own faction and enjoys a certain amount of confidence exclusively among 
the otzovists and the liquidators." (The Historical Meaning of the Inner-Party 
Struggle in Russia, Collected Works, Vol 16 pp. 374-392). 


When Trotsky’s Vicnna Club, stepping up its activities, passed a resolu- 
tion in November 1910 to organise a “general Party fund for the purpose of 
preparing and convening a conference of the RSDLP", Lenin characterised 
this as a “direct step towards a split... a clear violation of Party legality and the 
start of an adventure in which Trotsky will come to grief." 
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Continues Lenin: 

"It is an adventure in the ideological sense. Trotsky groups all the enemies 
of Marmasm, he unites Potresov and Maamov, who detest the 'Lenin-Plekha- 
nov’ bloc, as they like to call it. TROTSKY UNITES ALL THOSE TO 
WHOM IDEOLOGICAL DECAY IS DEAR, ALL WHO ARE NOT CON- 
CERNED WITH THE DEFENCE OF MARXISM, all philistines who do not 
understand the reasons for the struggle and who do not wish to learn, think 
and discover the ideological roots of the divergence of views. At this time of 
confusion, disintegration, and wavering it is easy for Trotsky to become the 
‘hero of the hour and gather all the shabby elernents around himself. The 
more openly this attempt ts made, the more spectacular will be the defeat." 
(Emphasis added). 

Lenin ends this letter by calling, inter alia, for “struggle against the split- 
ting tactics and the unprincipled adventurism of Trotsky.” (Letter to the Rus- 
sian Collegium of the Central Committee of the RSDLP, Collected Works, Vol 
17, pp.17-22 - December 1910). 


In December 1911, being sick and tired of Trotsky’s dirty work as.an at- 
torney and diplomat for the liquidators and otzovists, Lenin, exposing Trot- 
sky’s factionalism, wrote: 


"It is umpossible to argue with Trotsky on the ments of the issue, because 
Trotsky holds no views whatever. We can and should argue with confirmed 
liquidators and otzovists; but it is no use arguing with a man whose game is to 
hide the errors of both these trends; in his case the thing to do is to expose him 
as a diplomat of the smallest calibre." (Trotsky’s Diplomacy and a Certain 
Party Platform, Collected Works, Vol 17 pp. 360- 362). 

In July 1912, in a letter to the editor of Pravda, the daily legal Bolshevik 
paper printed in Petersburg from 5 May 1912, Lenin advises the editor not 
to reply to Trotsky’s "disruptive and slanderous letters," adding: 

"Trotsky’s dirty campaign against Pravda is one mass of lies and slander ... 
This intriguer and liquidator goes on lying nght and left." (Collected Works, 
Vol 35, pp.40-41). 

In The Break-up of the ‘August’ Bloc (March 1914), Lenin wnites: 

"Trotsky, however, has never had any ’physiognomy’ at all; the only thing 
he does have is a habit of changing sides, of skipping from the liberals to the 
Manasts and back again, of mouthing scraps of catchwords and bombastic 
parrot phrases." 
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And: "Actually under the cover of high-sounding, empty and obscure 
phrases that confuse the non-class-conscious workers, Trotsky is defending the 
liquidators by passing over in silence the question of the ‘underground’, by as- 
serting that there is no liberal labour policy in Russia, and the like. 

"... Unity means rallying the majority of the workers in Russia about deci- 
sions which have long been known, and which condemn liquidationism. ... 

"But the liquidators and Trotsky, ... who tore up their own August bloc, who 
flouted all the decisions of the Party and dissociated themselves from the 
‘underground’ as well as from the organised workers, are the worst splitters. 
Fortunately, the workers have already realised this, and all class-conscious 
workers are creating their own ceal unity agains the liquidator disrupters of 
unity.” (Collected Works, Vol 20 pp. 158-161). 

In his article Disruption of unity under cover of outcries for unity, written 
in June 1914, Lenin denounces Trotsky for his factionalism and liquida- 
tionism and exposes the utter falsity of the charge of splittism hurled by 
Trotsky and the liquidators at the Bolsheviks. Writing in his allegedly non- 
factional journal, Borba, Trotsky, having accused the Bolsheviks of splittism 
for the sole reason that they exposed and opposed liquidationism, goes on 
to admit that the Bolshevik "splittist tactics are winning one suicidal victory 
after another.” This said, Trotsky adds: 

"Numerous advanced workers, in @ state of utter political bewilderment, 
themselves often become active agents of a split." 

Here is Lenin’s retort to this accusation and explanation’: 


"Needless to say, this explanation is highly flattering to Trotsky ... and to the 
liquidators. Trotsky is very fond of using with the learned air of the expert, 
pompous and high-sounding phrases to explain historical phenomena in a way 
that is flattering to Trotsky. Since ‘numerous advanced workers’ become ‘ac- 
ive agents’ of a political and Party line [Bolshevik Party line] which does not 
conform to Trotsky’s line, Trotsky settles the question unhesitatiingly, out of 
hand: these advanced workers are ‘in a state of utter political bewilderment’, 
whereas he, Trotsky, is evidently 'in a state’ of political firmness and clarity, 
and keeps to the night line! ... And this very same Trotsky, beating his breast, 
fulminates against factionalism, parochialism, and the efforts of the intellec- 
tuals to umpose their will on the workers! 

"Reading things like these, one cannot help askang oneself: is it from a lu- 
natic asylum that such voices come?" (Collected Works, Vol 20 pp. 327-347). 


PREFACE 7 


Continues Lenin: "The reason why Trotsky avoids facts and concrete ref- 
erences is because they relentlessly refute all his angry outcries and pompaus 
phrases. It is very easy, of course, to strike an attitude and say: 'a crude and 
sectarian travesty’. Or to add a still more stinging and pompous catchphrase, 
such as ‘emancipation from conservative factionalisrn’. 

"But is this not very cheap? Is not this weapon borrowed from the arsenal 
of the period when Trotsky posed in all his splendour before audiences of high- 
school boys?" (ibid.) 

Lenin concludes his article with a brilliant description of Trotsky’s wave- 
ring and vacillation between the Party and the liquidators, calling him a "Tu- 
shino tumcoat" appearing before the Party “with incredibly pretentious 
claims, unwilling absolutely to reckon with either the Party decisions, which 
since 1908 have defined and established our attitude towards liquidationism, 
ar with the experience of the present-day movement in Russia, which has ac- 
tually brought about the unity of the majority on the basis of full recognition of 
the aforesaid decisions." (ibid. ) 

This brilliant descnption appears in the main body of this work and is, 
therefore, excluded from the preface. 

About the same time - early 1914 - Trotsky, writing in issue no. 2 of his 
journal Borba, falsely attributed to the "Polish Marasts" - not just Rosa Lux- 
emburg - the position according to which the right to national self-determi- 
nation “is entirely devoid of political content and should be deleted from the 
programme." This falschood drew from Lenin the following observation: 

"The obliging Trotsky is more dangerous than an enemy! Trotsky could 
produce no proof except ‘private conversations’ (i.e., simply gossip, on which 
Trotsky always subsists), classifying the ’Polish Marasts’ in general as suppor- 
ters of every article by Rosa Luxemburg ... 

"Trotsky has never yet held a firm opinion on any important question of 
Marxism. He always contrives to worm his way into the cracks of any given 
difference of opinion, and desert one side for the other. At the present moment 
he is in the company of the Bundists and the liquidators. And thee gentlernen 
do not stand on ceremony where the Party is concerned." (The Right of Na- 
tions to Self-Determination, Collected Works, Vol 20 p.347). 

In his letter to Henriette Roland-Holst, dated 8 March 1916, Lenin asks: 

"What are our differences with Trotsky?" 

To this question he gives the following answer: 
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"In brief - he is a Kautskyite, that is, he stands for unity with the Kautskyites 
in the International and with Chkheidze’s parliamentary group in Russia. We 
are absolutely against such unity..." (Collected Works, Vol 43, pp. 515-516). 


Wniting to Alexandra Kollontai on 17 February, 1917, Lenin says: 


" ... What a swine this Trotsky is - Left phrases, and a bloc with the Right 
against the Zimmerwald Left!! He ought to be exposed (by you) if only in a 
brief letter to Sotsial-Demokrat!™ (Collected Works Vol 35 p. 285). 

Finally, in this letter of 19 Feb, 1917, to Inessa Armand, Lenin writes, 
inter alia: 

"There is also a letter from Kollontai, who ... has retumed to Norway from 
America. N. Iv. and Paviov ... had won Novy Mir, she says, ... but ... Trotsky 
arrived, and this scoundrel at once ganged up with the Right wing of Novy Mir 
against the Left Zimmerwaldists!! That’s it!! That’s Trotsky for you!! Always 
true to himself: twists, swindles, poses as a Left, helps the Right, so long as he 
can... " (Collected Works Vol 35 p. 288). 


In the light of the foregoing historic evidence, of the most impeccable 
and irrefutable kind, it can safely be asserted that Trotsky was during this 
long period - between 1903 and 1917 - a Menshewvik and a liquidator who 
waged a mos! dirty and factional campaign against the Bolsheviks’ attempts 
to build a revolutionary Party of the proletariat. 


Although people with knowledge about the history of the Bolshevik 
Party know only too well that From 1903 to August 1917 Trotsky was a 
Menshevik and a liquidator, Trotskyites generally maintain a studied silence 
over this question or, worse still, they try and excuse him on this account. It 
is, therefore, very refreshing to discover some ardent Trotskyites who con- 
demn Trotsky’s Menshevism, centrism, conciliationism and factionalism. In 
this category fall the Trotskyites of the International Communist League 
(ICL) of the so-called Fourth International (the official Fourth Interna- 
tional, of course, since each of the milliard Trotskyist organisations claims 
to be the official Fourth International and describes every other Trotskyist 
organisation as a fake - a hilarious phenomenon reminiscent of the Life of 
Brian). The ICL publish the theoretical journal Spartacist. The occasion for 
their frank admission and condemnation of Trotsky’s Menshevism was the 
review, in Spartacist numbers 45 and 46, Winter 1990-91, English edition, by 
a certain ICL member, Daniel Dauget, of a biography of Leon Trotsky pub- 
lished in 1988 by Pierre Broué. Pierre Broué was a Professor at the In- 
stitute of Political Studies of Grenoble University who had been for 40 years 
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a member of “the ostensibly Trotskyist Larnbertist tendency in France" (ICL’s 
description in the said review), 1e., of the Parti Communiste Internationale 
(PCI). 

Broué praises Trotsky for bemg a ‘freelancer’ - praise which rouses the 
ICL to indignation and downright outrage. So as not to lose the full force of 
ICL’s fluent prose, the full burnmg anger and shame, and the thrust of their 
argument, and so as not to be accused of quoting them out of context, we 
reproduce here almost the entire section of the review that was concerned 
with Trotsky’s factionalism and Menshevism between 1903 and 1917: 


“Trotsky as “Freelancer” 


"Broué’s treaynent of Trotsky’s political activity between the decisive 1903 
Bolshevik-Menshevik split and the October Revolution is at the core of his in- 
terpretation, because it is here that he deals with the debates within Russian 
Social Dernocracy over the nature, form and structure a revolutionary party 
must have if it is to take state power, as well as with the role of political and 
programmatic debate in forging such a party. After the 1903 split between the 
Bolsheviks and Mensheviks, Trotsky became ’a sort of freelancer in the party’. 

"Broué praises Trotsky for this, seeing in it the cause for Trotsky’s leading 
role in the 1905 Revolution as chairman of the St Petersburg Soviet and his 
brilliant propagandist use of his tial following the 1905 defeat: 

"In fact, effectively freed from any factional obligations, at a good distance from the ups 
and downs of the conflicts between the two main factions, satisfied i this respect with his 
‘unitary’ position whose victory seemed to him assured in the future, Trotsky had his hands 
completely free to devote his attention and activity to the events that were unfolding in Rus- 

.’ - Broué, p. 97’. 

"To read this, one would conclude that Lenin’s factional struggle against 
Menshevism was irrelevant - if not outright counterposed - to intervening in 
and leading the revolutionary struggle. Indeed, Broué views Trotsky’s role as 
the leading ‘conciliator between the Bolsheviks and Mensheviks as exemplary. 

"Earlier, as Broué notes, Trotsky, partisan of centralization and of the authority of 
the Central Committee cver since he had been deported to Siberia, was seen in the emigre 
circies as Lenin’s ‘hatchet man’.’ At the 1903 Congress Trotsky began a program- 
matic struggle against Lenin on the question of the party. For example, Trotsky 
opposed the sovereignty of the party congress: "The Congress is a regjster, a control- 
ler, but not a creator’ (Report of the Siberian Delegation, 1903). Although the 
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programmatic implications were far from clear at the time, the 1903 split was a 
fundamental spit on the party question. Trotsky’s federalist position on this 
question was also reflected in "Report of the Siberian Delegation’ with his re- 
jection of the Bolshevik definition of a party member that required ‘personal 
participation in one of the Party bodies.’ In practical terms Trotsky was in 
favor of the Menshevik definition of a party member as one who gave ‘personal 
assistance’ to the party - he wished to allow all the broad ‘workers organiza- 
Gions,’ which existed alongside the party committees in many major Russian 
cities, to act in the name of the party regardless of their adherence to the 
Statutes or decisions of party congresses. 

“At the same tine that Broué enthuses over Trotsky’s independence, he 
mentions in passing that Trotsky was wrong on the party question during this 
entire period. But what he says pales in comparison with Trotsky’s own judg- 
ment: 

“The decp differences that divided me from Bolsheviem for a whole number of years 
and im many cascs placed me in sharp and hostile opposition to Bolshevism, Were expressed 
most graphically in rciation to the Meushevik faction. I began with the radically wrong pez- 
spective that the course of the revolstion and the preasure of the proictarian masses would 
ultimately force both factions to follow the same road. Therefore I considered a split to be 
am umeccessary disruption of the revolutionary forces. But because the active role in the 
split Lay with the Bolshcviks - since it was only by ruthicss demarcation, not only ideological 
but organizational as well, that it was possible, in Lenin's opimion, to assure the revolution- 
ary character of the proictarian pasty (and the eatire subsequent history has fully confirmed 
the correctness of those policies) - my ‘conciliationism’ led me at many sharp turns in the 
road into hostile clashes with Bolshevism.’ - Trotsky, "Our Differences’ (Nov. 1924). 

"The traditional ‘center’ and right wing of the Social Dernocracy were only 
too happy to use Trotsky’s narmne and journalistic brilliance as a left cover for 
"Trotsky was on good terms with Kautsky and the ‘ceater’ of the German Social Democracy 
until at feast 1912 — It was Kautsky during this period who, to Lenin's great anger, opened 
the pages of "Dic Neue Zeit’ and "Vorwarts’ to Trotsky.’ Broué also details Trotsky’s 
warm relations with the Austro-Marusts of Vienna, noting that he rapidly be- 
CQIMMeé "the uncontested head of the Social Democratic colony in Vienna’ from 1909 to 
1912. He passes rapidly over the fact that during the same period Rosa Lux- 
emburg viewed Trotsky with ‘systernatic suspicion’ and as a ‘dubious individ- 
ual’, no doubt due to his ties to her right-wing opponents in the German Social 
Democracy. 
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"Broué’s attitude toward Trotsky during these years is exemplified by his 
treatment of the infarnous August bloc. The Vienna ’Pravda’ edited by Trotsky 
attempted to 'conciliate’ the Bolshevik and Menshevik factions - Broué ap- 
provingly quotes the professional anti-communist Leonard Schapiro’s praise 
of the Vienna ‘Pravda’ for not being as polemical as the Bolshevik press. A 
1910 agreernent between the factions provided for Bolshevik financial support 
to the Vienna ‘Pravda’, with Kamenev (who was close to Lenin and was Trot- 
sky’s brother-in-law) responsible for administering the Bolshevik funds. The 
agreement stipulated that the Mensheviks would get rid of their right wing, and 
the Bolsheviks of their left wing. While the Bolsheviks respected the agreement, 
the Mensheviks did not, and in the subsequent polemics, Trotsky sided with 
the Mensheviks and got rid of Kamenev. Trotsky’s articles, aired at militants 
the Bolsheviks as a ‘conspiracy of the emigré clique.’ Kautsky solicited and 
published several articles by Trotsky attacking the Bolsheviks, which provoked 
angry rejoinders not just from Lenin, but also from Plekhanov and Rosa Lux- 
emburg. When the Bolshevik Prague Congress in 1912 proclaimed that it rep- 
resented the party as a whole, Trotsky organised a ‘unity’ counter-conference in 
Vienna in August. 

"'In Trotsky’s mind [the conference} was to have been the general unification, the reuni- 
fication of the party. In fact, the Bolsheviks’ rejection of it reduced the participants to a 
bloc against them, which they baptized the ‘August bloc’. The Polish Social Democrats and 
Plekhanov also chose not to appear ... In fact, Trotsky’s return to the factional arena proved 
particularly unfortunate. Independent of his intentions, and even of his precautions, the po- 
sitions he took after the Prague conference and his role in forming the August bloc made 
him appear, despite himself, as the soul of a general coalition agninst the Bolsheviks and an 
indirect supporter of the 'liquidators’.’ - Broué, pp. 139-140. 

"Every qualifier in Broué’s description of Trotsky’s role in the August bloc 
is wrong or misleading. As is clear from Trotsky’s denunciation of the Bolshe- 
viks as an ‘emigré clique’, he was well aware that what Broué so delicately 
terms ‘general unification’ was a polemical cudgel with which to attack Lenin. 
Trotsky did not just ‘appear’ to be the soul of the anti- Bolshevik coalition, he 
was in fact that soul in that he was the most left-wing, most respected force 
outside the Bolsheviks. Trotsky’s actions were not misconstrued ‘despite hirn- 
self,’ but were an accurate reflection of the role he played vis-é-vis the Bolshe- 
viks in the entire period from 1903 to at least 1915." 


"The outbreak of WWI and the betrayal by the parties of the Second Inter- 


12 TROTSKYISM OR LENINISM? 


national, most of whose leaders supported their ‘own’ governments in the 
bloody interimperialist war, shifted the grounds of dispute within the world so- 
cialist movernent, forcing realignments and regroupments. Lenin and Trotsky 
both fought against the imperialist war, and both attended the gathering of 
antiwar socialists held in Zimmerwald, Switzerland in September 1915”. (pp. 
33-34). 

Be it noted in passing that the last sentence is either born out of dishon- 
esty or simple ignorance - most likely the former - for everyone with the 
least knowledge about this matter knows that the Bolshevik slogan of work- 
ing for the defeat of one’s own government in the imperialist war then 
raging was countered by Trotsky with his chauvimist slogan demanding 
"Neither victory nor defeat’. Further, we have provided quotations above 
from Lenin to the effect that during this period Trotsky was a Kautskyite 
and fought against the Zimmerwald left headed by Lenin’s Bolsheviks. But 
that does not concern us here. ICL continue: 

“Broué argues that after Zimmerwald, despite ‘real disagreernents’ between 
Lenin and Trotsky, there was ‘a reasonable prospect for a gradual rapprochement be- 
tween the two men who in reality were divided only /Sic] by the 1903 split, which had long 
since been outdated.’ What Broué slides over is the fact that Lenin never repudi- 
ated the 1903 split - instead he generalized from it to a fully-formed theoretical 
position on the necessity for revolutionary cadres to organize a vanguard party, 
separate from reformist and centrist tendencies. Trotsky was ultimately won to 
Lenin's side on this question in 1917. 

“There is something anachronistic and evocative of the worst aspects of 
French political traditions in Broué’s repeated presentation of Trotsky as a 
simple ’star’, freelancer’, too busy being ’a leader of men’ and giving brilliant 
speeches before and after the Revolution to have been a ‘party man’ or to have 
had the time to ‘farniliarize hirnself with [the] faction fights in the corridors’. 
Trotsky was a factionalist before 1917 - on the wrong side. But his program of 
conciliationism could never have built the sort of hard faction that could win 
leadership in the party, nor the kind of party that could take state power." 
(p.34). 

Well said, Messrs the Trotskyites of the ICL! We think any comment on 
this would be superfluous! 


All this does not, however, prevent the Trotskyites of the ICL from as- 
serting, without as much as a blush, that Trotsky, after the death of Lenin, 
was best placed "to carry forward the authentic Bolshevik programme against 
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Stalin's usurpers." Very strange logic indeed, according to which Trotsky, 
the Menshevik liquidator, who spent two decades in a mortal struggle 
against every aspect of Leninism, was better suited to carrying out the ’auth- 
entic’ Bolshevik programme than someone like Stalin who had spent two 
and a half decades faithfully supporting and actually carrying out the Bol- 
shevik programme. Here is how ICL put it: 

"In his admiration for Trotsky the left-Menshevik, Broué also never con- 
siders the potential authority that Trotsky would have gained and retained 
among stalwart Bolsheviks had he come over the Lenin’s side as a hard party 
man in 1903 - an authority that would have served him well in the subsequent 
period when he fought to carry forward the authentic Bolshevik programme 
against Stalin’s usurpers." (Ibid. p. 35). 

Pigs might fly! The above statement of ICL amounts, if it amounts to 
anything at all, to a meaningless tautology, namely, had Trotsky been a 
staunch supporter of Leninism im the period 1903-17, he would have been 
well placed to carry out the authentic Bolshevik programme after Lenin’s 
death. The problem, however, is that he was not during this long period, 
nor was he in the subsequent pcriod, a staunch supporter of Leninism. The 
one who was a staunch Leninist, namely Joseph Stalin, was quite correctly 
chosen by the Bolshevik Party to lead it in carrying forward the authentic 
Bolshevik programme against the would-be usurper, to wit, Trotsky. 

There is method in ICL’s madness. They admit Trotsky’s pre-1917 Men- 
shevism in order to present gullible readers with a sanitised version of Trot- 
sky who, it is claimed, suddenly saw the light and after 1917 became a better 
Bolshevik than anyone else. 


"The fact is," write the ICL, "that Broué ... agrees with Trotsky’s concilia- 
Gonism before 1917, and much prefers Trotsky the anti-Leninist to Trotsky the 
Bolshevik." 

Unlike Broué, in a vain attempt to gain credibility for Trotskyism, the 
ICL would rather make a clean admission of Trotsky’s pre-1917 Menshev- 
ism and anti-Leninism in order to be able all the more zealously to fasten 
the label of staunch Leninist on Trotsky’s lapel. This trick will not work, 
however, for apart from the short period during October when he hid his 
anti-Leninist stock-in-trade in the cupboard, Trotsky continued to practise 
his anti-Leninism, his anti-Bolshevism, with a zeal worthy of a better cause. 
It is not only the case that Brovué, as is justly claimed by the ICL, “subély puts 
Lenin under the gun" in order to gain the appreciation of the "anti- Leninist 
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Soviet intelligentsia" (these words were written in the winter of 1990-91), but 
also the fact that the Trotskyites of the ICL, in common with all other Trot- 
skyites, are attempting to substitute Trotskyism for Leninism, albeit by de- 
nouncing pre-1917 Trotskyism. No subterfuges, no tricks, no artful dodging, 
no deception, can detract from this fact - not even the pretence of praising 
Leninism. 


3. Di [ Babhewik desdeetha 

Trotsky stands for the distrust of the leaders of Bolshevism, for discre- 
diting and defaming them. As Stalin correctly observed: 

"I do not know of a single trend in the party that could compare with Trot- 
skyisrn in the matter of discrediting the leaders of Leninism or the central in- 
stitutions of the Party.” (Collected Works Vol 6, p. 366). 

In Trotsky’s letter to Chkheidze, already cited, Trotsky described Lenin 
as "a professional exploiter of every kind of backwardness in the Russian work- 
ing-class movement." 

If Trotsky could express such ill-mannered views about Leninism, is 
there anything surprising in the fact that he showered, after Lenin’s death, 
even more vile abuse on Lenin’s most faithful pupil, Stalin. 


How could Trotsky end up in Bolshevik ranks? 


How was it that Trotsky, having such an impeccably anti-Bolshevik and 
anti-Lenimst record, found himself in the Bolshevik ranks in the period of 
the October revolution? Stalin, in a speech on 19 November 1924, asked 
and answercd this question: 


“How could it happen that Trotsky, who cammed such a nasty stock-in-trade 
on his back, found himself, after all, in the ranks of the Bolsheviks during the 
October movement? It happened because at that ume Trotsky abandoned 
(actually did abandon) that stock-in-trade; he hid it in the cupboard. Had he 
not performed that ‘operation’, real co-operation with himrn would have been 
impossible. The theory of the August bloc, i.e., the theory of unity with the 
Mensheviks, had already been shattered and thrown overboard by the revol- 
ution, for how could there be any talk about unity when an armed struggle was 
raging between the Bolsheviks and the Mensheviks? Trotsky had no alternative 
but to admit that this theory was useless. 

"The sane misadventure happened’ to the theory of permanent revolution, 
for not a single Bolshevik contemplated the immediate seizure of power on the 
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morrow of the February Revolution, and Trotsky could not help knowing that 
the Bolsheviks would not allow him, in the words of Lenin, ‘to play at the 
seizure of power’. Trotsky had no alternative but recognise the Bolsheviks’ pol- 
icy of fighting for influence in the Soviets, of fighting to win over the peasantry. 
As regards the third specific feature of Trotskyisrn (distrust of the Bolshevik 
leaders), it had naturally to retire into the background owing to the obvious 
failure of the first two features. 

"Under the circumstances, could Trotsky do anything else but hide his 
stock-in-trade in the cupboard and follow the Bolsheviks, considering that he 
had no group of his own of any significance, and that he came to the Bolshe- 
viks as a political individual without an army? Of course, he could not! 

"What is the lesson to be learnt from this? Only one: that prolonged colla- 
boration between the Leninists and Trotsky ts possible only if the latter com- 
pletely abandons his old stock-in-trade, only if he completely accepts 
Lenirusm. Trotsky writes about the lessons of October, but he forgets ... the 
one I have just mentioned, which is of prime unportance for Trotskyism. Trot- 
skyism ought to learn that lesson of October too." (Collected Works, Vol 6 pp. 
366-367). : 

Trotskyism, however, failed to learn this lesson, and its old stock-in- 
trade, hidden in the cupboard m the period of the October movement, was 
dragged into daylight once more, especially after the death of Lenm, 
through Trotskyist literary pronouncements aimed at undermining the Bol- 
shevik Party principle, belitthng and discrediting Lenin (albeit under the 
guise of praising and exalting Lenin) and asserting the correctness of the 
much-discredited theory of permanent revolution, which was shattered by 
the experience of the three Russian revolutions - i.c., that of 1905 and those 
of February and October 1917. 

On arriving in Petrograd in 1917, Trotsky affiliated to the Mezhrayontsi 
(inter-regional), a group that vacillated between the Bolsheviks and the 
Mensheviks. In August 1917, declaring that thcy had no differences with 
the Bolsheviks, the Mezhrayontsi joined the Russian Social Democratic La- 
bour Party (Bolsheviks). Trotsky joined the Bolsheviks with them. On join- 
ing the Bolshevik Party, quite a number of Mezhrayontsi broke with 
opportunism; but, as subsequent cvents were to reveal, for Trotsky and 
some of his followers, joming the Bolsheviks was only a ruse. They conti- 
nued to propound their harmful and reactionary views, flout discipline and 
undermine the Party’s organisational and ideological unity. 
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As Trotskyism, far from abandoning its old nasty stock-in-trade, on the 
contrary dragged it out into the light of day, i was bound, owing to its entire 
mner content, to become the centre and rallying point not only of the non- 
proletarian clements in the USSR who were then (in the 1920s and 1930s) 
striving to disintegrate the proletarian dictatorship, but also of the impcrial- 
ist bourgeoisie secking by a thousand mcans to overthrow the proletarian 
regime that had been ushered m by the mighty October revolution. At every 
crucial stage m the development of the Russian revolution and the existence 
of the dictatorship of the proletariat in the USSR, Trotskyism continued to 
maintain its reactionary anti-Bolshevik, anti-Leninist stance in matters of 
theory as well as organisation, cloaking « under thick layers of 'revolution- 
ary’ rhetoric. 


Brest-Litovsk 


In 1918 the young Soviet Republic, bereft of any army with the will and 
ability to fight, was fighting for its very survival through signing the Brest-Li- 
tovsk Peace Treaty with German impenialism, thus gaining a much-needed 
respite for the exhausted population. At a crucial moment in these negotia- 
tions, Trotsky, as the head of the Soviet delegation to the peace talks, m vi- 
olation of the imstructions of the Party central committee and the Sovict 
government, declared the unilateral withdrawal of the Sovict Republic from 
the war, demobilisation of the Russian Anny, and he then left Brest-Litovsk 
on the spurious ground that "we can only be saved, in the ue meaning of the 
word, by a European Revolution” (Extraordinary Seventh Congress of the 
RCP(B)). 

This gave the German Command the pretext it needed for ending the ar- 
mistice, mounting an offensive and obliging the Soviet government to sign "a 
much more humiliating peace, and the blarne for this rests on those who re- 
fused to accept the former peace.” (Lenin, Political Report of the CC to the 
Extraordinary Seventh Congress of the RCP(B), 7 March 1918, Collected 
Works, Vol 27). 

Apropos the failure of the European revolution to come to maturity thus 
leaving the Bolshevik Revolution to solve its problems on its own, and forc- 
mg the Bolsheviks to face reality as it was rather than as they would wish it 
to be, Lenin admonished Trotsky and his ik m the Party in the following 
tenms: 

"If you ave unable to adapt yourself, if you are not inclined to crawl on your 
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belly in the mud, you are not a revolutionary but a chatterbox; and I propose 
this, not because I like it, but because we have no other road, because history 
has not been kind enough to bring the revolution to maturity everywhere simul- 
taneously." (Ibid. ) 

Thus the young Soviet Republic paid a very heavy price for Trotsky’s ad- 
venturism and phrasemongering defeatism, which is the chief characteristic 
of his rotten theory of permanent revolution, according to which nothing 
good can ever come of any revolution unless it is accompanied by a world 
revolution. 


Trade union debate 


With the victorious conclusion of the Civil War of 1918-1920, as the So- 
viet Republic under Lenin’s guidance, switched from war communism to the 
New Economic Policy (NEP) and embarked on a programme of economic 
revival and rejuvenation - of restoration of industry through an upsurge in 
agriculture and by drawing the workers and trade unions into active socialist 
construction through planned organisation and persuasion (and not coer- 
Gion), Trotsky and his supporters forced on the Party a discussion on the 
question of trade unions (a lumury and a diversion from the work of econ- 
omic construction, from the fight against famine and economic dislocation 
that the Party could ill afford at the time). Trotsky, the patriarch of bureau- 
crats, as Stalin rightly called him, insisted on “tightening up the screws" and 
“shaking up" the trade unions, and turning the latter into state agencies, and 
on replacing persuasion by coercion. 

The Party discussion on the trade unions resulted in the total rout of 
Trotsky and his supporters. When the Central Committee of the Party re- 
jected Trotsky’s Prussian sergeant’s proposal, Trotsky went outside and ga- 
thered a group of his supporters with the aim of fighting against the Central 
Committee. So alarmed was Lenin by Trotsky’s factionalism and flouting of 
Party discipline that he caused the 10th Party Congress (March 1921) to 
pass a resolution forbidding the formation of factions and disbanding exist- 
ing factions forthwith. It was further stated that the "non-fulfilment of this 
decision of the Congress shall be followed by unconditional and immediate ex- 
pulsion from the Party.” 


Trotsky’s return to fully-fledged factionalism 


This resolution was to arouse Tr s bitter hatred and opposition, for 
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whenever he could not get his own way on any question, he rushed to form a 
Trotskyist faction within the Party, even if that meant threatening a split. 

During 1921 Lenin’s health began to decline. Cerebral arteriosclerosis 
was already blocking his blood circulation and taking its toll, with the result 
that this man of inexhaustible encrgy and drive was tiring casily, and spent 
most of the summer resting in the village of Gorki, not far from Moscow. 
The 11th Party Congress, meeting at the end of March 1922, created the 
new office of General Secretary, to which, one day after the conclusion of 
that Congress (1.e., on 3 April 1922), on Lenin’s initiation and sponsorship, 
Stalin was appointed. On 26 May 1922, while resting in Gorki, Lenin suf- 
fered a severe stroke, which caused a partial paralysis of the right side of his 
body and loss of speech. He recovered from this stroke remarkably quickly 
and was back at his desk in early October 1922. After two further minor 
strokes on December 13 and 16, 1922, he suffered on March 10, 1923, a 
massive stroke, from which he never recovered and after which he took no 
further part in politics. 

Following the latest stroke suffered by Lenin, Trotsky, with an eye on the 
leadership, stepped up his factional activity and intensified his vile and slan- 
derous attacks on the Party leadership, its central institutions and its policy. 
On 8 October 1923 he sent a letter to the Central Committee, in which he 
asserted that the country was being incxorably led by the Party leadership to 
@ catastrophe, to prevent which he demanded greater inner-Party democ- 
racy. Sumpped of its Trotskyite verbiage, this meant the nght to form fac- 
tional groupings. A group of 46 followers of Trotsky also issued a manifesto 
- known as the Statement of 46 - to the same effect. Trotsky’s letter and the 
Statement of 46 were discussed and condemned at a joint plenary meeting 
of the CC and the CCC with representatives of ten of the largest Party or- 
ganisations in October 1923. 

Trotsky followed his letter with a pamphiet entitled New Course, in 
which in addition to the demand for more Party democracy, he accused the 
old Bolsheviks - the Party leadership - of degencration. He counterposed 
young people, especially students, to vetcran Bolsheviks, declaring the for- 
mer to be the barometer of the Party. 

In talking about the degeneration of the 'old guard’, Trotsky had used 
the expression “we, the old Bolsheviks,” which provoked Stalin to make this 
observation, full of biting sarcasm: 

"First, I must dispel a possible misunderstanding. As is evident ..., Trotsky 
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includes himself among the Bolshevik old guard, thereby showing readiness to 
take upon himnself the charges that may be hurled at the old guard if it does in- 
deed take the path of degeneration. It must be admitted that his readiness for 
self-sacrifice is undoubtedly a noble trait. But I must protect Trotsky from 
Trotsky, because, for obvious reasons, he cannot, and should not, bear respon- 
sibility for the possible degeneration of the principal cadres of the Bolshevik 
old guard ... " 

With more than a covert reference to Trotsky’s long Meashevik past, 
Stalin, while admitting the possibility of degencration of the Bolshevik old 
guard, goes on to add: 

"Nevertheless, there are a number of elements within our Party who are ca- 
pabie of giving rise to a real danger of degeneration of certain ranks of our 
Party. I have in mind that section of the Mensheviks who joined our Party un- 
willingly, and who have not yet got rid of their opportunist habits." (Collected 
Works, Vol 5 p. 395). 

The Thirteenth Conference of the RCP(B), held on 16-18 January 1924, 
strongly condemned the factionalism of Trotsky and his followers, stating 
that “the present opposition is not only an atternpt to revise Bolshevism, not 
only a flagrant departure from Leninisrn but patently a petty-bourgeois devia- 
fion, There is no doubt whatever that this opposition mirrors the pressure of 
the petty-bourgeoisie on the position of the proletarian party and its policy." 
(Resolution On the Results of the Discussion and on the Petty-bourgeois De- 
viation in the Party - CPSU in Resolutions, etc. Vol 2). 


Lenin's death and Troteky’s attempt to substitute Trotekyism for 
Leninism 


Lenin, after a further stroke on the morning of 21 January, 1924, died in 
the evening. Trotsky, although a newcomer to the Party, had convinced 
himself that he had a better claim to succeed Lenin than old, trusted and 
tried Bolsheviks such as Stalin. So in October 1924 Trotsky published an in- 
troduction to his collected works entitled Lessons of October, which pur- 
ported to deal with the reasons for the Bolshevik victory in the October 
Revolution. Having made general ritual references in it to the necessity of a 
revolutionary party for the success of a revolution, Trotsky went on to be- 
little the role of the Bolshevik Party, extol his own part in the revolution, 
hinting that Lenin had suddenly changed his previous position for that of 
Trotsky, to which fact alone was to be attributed the success of the October 
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Revolution. He also dragged out of the cupboard his old and much-dis- 
credited theory of permanent revolution’, arguing that hostile collisions be- 
tween the proletarian vanguard and the broad masses of the peasantry were 
inevitable. One gets the impression from reading his Lessons of October 
that it was Trotsky who organised the October victory. 

In other words, the man who had fought against Bolshevism and Lenin- 
ism for 14 long years, who had sided with the Mensheviks and liquidators to 
oppose the building by Lenin’s Bolsheviks of the proletarian revolutionary 
party capable of leading the proletariat and the broad masses in seizing pol- 
itical power, who had spent his life opposing Lenin’s theory of proletarian 
revolution with his absurd theory of ’permanent revolution’, who had op- 
posed the Bolshevik slogan of defeat of one’s own government in the imper- 
ialist war (the first world war) with his chauvinistic slogan demanding 
Neither victory nor defeat, suddenly and providentially descended on the 
scene in Petersburg to rescue the revolution from the frightened and useless 
lot that constituted the Central Committce of the Bolshevik Party, the ma- 
jority of whom, according to this fairy tale worthy of the Arabian Nights, 
were opposed to the October uprising!! 


Nothing could be further from the truth. Trotsky’s special role in Oc- 
tober originated with John Reed, the author of Ten Days that Shook the 
World, who, being remote from the Bolshevik Party, had no knowledge of 
the secret meeting of its central committee on 23 October, 1917, and was 
therefore taken in by the gossip spread by people such as Sukhanov. These 
fairy tales about Trotsky’s special role in October were later passed round 
and repeated in several pamphlets written by Trotskyites, including Syrkin’s 
pamphlet on October. After Lenin’s death Trotsky strongly supported 
these rumours in his literary pronouncements. 

Since a systematic attempt was being made by Trotskyites to re- write 
the history of October and bring up Soviet youth on such legends, Stalin, in 
a speech delivered at the Plenum of the Communist Group of the AUCC- 
TU (NOTE 3), refuted - by reference to hard facts - these Arabian Nights 
fairy tales in his characteristically devastating manner. Citing the minutes of 
the meeting of the Central Committee of the Bolshevik Party on 23 October 
1917, he proved that the resolution on the uprising was adopted by a ma- 
jority of 10 against 2; that the same meeting elected a political centre, called 
the Political Bureau, to direct the uprising, the members of the Centre being 
Lenin, Zinoviev, Stalin, Kamenev, Trotsky, Sokolnikov and Bubnov. Thus 
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the Centre included even Zinovicv and Kamenev who were the only two to 
vote against the resolution on the uprising. This was possible in spite of the 
political disagreements between them because there was at that time a unity 
of views between these two (Zinoviev and Kamenev) and the rest of the 
Central Committee on such fundamental questions "as the character of the 
Russian revolution, the driving forces of the revolution, the role of the peas- 
antry, the principles of Party leadership, and so forth." (Stalin, Collected 
Works, Vol 6 p. 341). Thus the decision on the uprising was taken by the 
Central Committee and the Central Committee alone. Hence the political 
direction of the uprising was firmly in the hands of the Central Committee. 


As to the legend that Trotsky played a ’special’ role in that he ’inspired’, 
and was the ’sole leader’ of, the October uprising - this legend was spread 
by Lentsner, and Stalin dealt with it as follows: 

“The Trotskyites are vigorously spreading rumours that Trotsky inspired 
and was the sole leader of the October uprising. These rumours are being 
spread with exceptional zeal by the so- called editor of Trotsky’s works, Lents- 
ner. Trotsky himself, by consistently avoiding mention of the Party, the Central 
Committee and the Petrograd Committee of the Party, by saying nothing about 
the leading role of these organisations in the upnsing and vigorously pushing 
himself forward as the central figure in the October uprising, voluntarily or in- 
voluntarily helps to spread the numours about the special role he is supposed to 
have played in the uprising. I am far from denying Trotsky’s undoubtedly im- 
portant role in the uprising. I must say, however, that Trotsky did not play any 
special role in the October uprising, nor could he do so; being chairman of the 
Petrograd Soviet, he merely cared out the will of the appropriate Party bodies, 
which directed every step that Trotsky took. To philistines like Sukhanov, all 
this may seem strange, but the facts, the true facts, wholly and fully confirm 
what I say." (Ibid, pp. 341- 342). 

Stalin then passes on to an examination of the minutes of the next Cen- 
tral Committee meeting held on 29 October, 1917. Apart from the mem- 
bers of the Central Committee, there were present at this meeting 
representatives of the Petrograd Committee as well as representatives of 
military organisations, factory committees, trade unions and the rail- 
waymen. At this meeting Lenin’s resolution on the uprising was adopted by 
a majority of 20 against 2, with three abstentions. At this meeting too a 
practical centre was elected for the organisational leadership of the uprising. 
To this practical centre were elected the following five: Sverdlov, Stalin, 
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Dzerzhinksy, Bubnov and Uritsky. Let Stalin speak: 

"The functions of the practical centre: to direct all the practical organs of 
the uprising in conformity with the directives of the Central Committee. Thus, 
as you see, something ‘terrible’ happened at this meeting of the Central Com- 
mittee, t.e., ‘strange to relate’, the ‘inspirer’, the 'chief figure’, the 'sole leader of 
the uprising, Trotsky, was not elected to the practical centre, which was called 
upon to direct the uprising. How ts this to be reconciled with the current opi- 
nion about Trotsky’s special role? Is not all this somewhat ‘strange’, as Sukha- 
nov, or the Trotskyites, would say? And yet, strictly speaking, there is nothing 
strange about it, for neither in the Party, nor in the October uprising, did Trot- 
sky play arty Special role, nor could he do so, for he was a relatively new man 
in our Party in the period of October. He, like all the responsible workers, 
merely carried out the will of the Central Committee and of its organs. Who- 
ever is farniliar with the mechanics of Bolshevik Party leadership will have no 
difficulty in understanding that it could not be otherwise; it would have been 
enougn for Trotsky to go against the will of the Central Committee to have 
been deprived of ail influence on the course of events. This talk about Trot- 
sky's special role is a legend that is being spread by obliging ’Party’ gossips 
(NOTE 4). 

"This, of course, does not mean that the October uprising did not have its 
inspirer. It did have its inspirer and leader, but this was Lenin, and none other 
than Lenin, that same Lenin whose resolution the Central Committee adopted 
when deciding the question of the uprising, that sarne Lenin who, in spite of 
what Trotsky says, was not prevented by being in hiding from being the actual 
insptrer of the uprising. It is foolish and ridiculous to attempt now, by gossip 
about Lenin having been in hiding, to obscure the indubitable fact that the in- 
sper of the uprising was the leader of the Party, VI. Lenin. 

"Such are the facts." (Collected Works, Vol 6 pp 342-344). 

Continues Stalin: 

“Granted, we are told, but it cannot be denied that Trotsky fought well in 
the period of October. Yes, that is true, Trotsky did, indeed, fight well in Oc- 
tober, but Trotsky was not the only one who fought well in the period of Oc- 
tober. Even people like the Left Socialist-Revolutionaries, who then stood side 
by side with the Bolsheviks, also fought well. In general, I must say that in the 
period of a victorious uprising, when the enerny is isolated and the uprising is 
growing, it is not difficult to fight well. At such moments even backward 
people become heroes. 
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"The proletarian struggle is not, however, an uninterrupted advance, an un- 
broken chain of victories. The proletarian struggle also has its tials, us de- 
feats. The genuine revolutionary is not one who displays courage in the period 
of a victorious uprising, but one who, while fighting well during the victorious 
advance of the revolution, also displays courage when the revolution is in re- 
treat, when the proletariat suffers defeat; who does not lose his head and does 
not funk when the revolution suffers reverses, when the enemy achieves suc- 
cess; who does not become panic-stricken or give way to despair when the rev- 
olution is in a period of retreat. The Left Socialst- Revolutionaries did not 
fight badly in the period of October, and they supported the Bolsheviks. But 
who does not know that those ‘brave’ fighters became panic-stricken in the 
period of Brest, when the advance of German imperialism drove thern to des- 
pair and hysteria. It is a very sad but indubitable fact that Trotsky, who fought 
well in the period of October, did not, in the period of Brest, in the period when 
the revolution suffered temporary reverses, possess the courage to display suffi- 
cient staunchness at that difficult moment and to refrain from following in the 
footsteps of the Left Socialist-Revolutionaries. Beyond question, that moment 
was a difficult one; one had to display exceptional courage and imperturbable 
coolness not to be dismayed, to retreat in good time, to accept peace in good 
ame, to withdraw the proletarian army out of range of the blows of German 
imperialism, to preserve the peasant reserves and, after obtaining a respite in 
this way, to strike at the enerny with renewed force. Unfortunately, Trotsky was 
found to lack this courage and revolusionary staunchness at that difficult mo- 
ment. 

“In Trotsky’s opinion, the principal lesson of the proletarian revolution is 
not to funk’ during October. That is wrong, for Trotsky’s assertion contains 
only @ particle of the truth about the lessons of the revolution. The whole truth 
about the lessons of the proletarian revolution is not to funk, not only when the 
revolution is advancing, but also when it is retreat, when the enemy is gaining 
the upper hand and the revolution is suffering reverses. The revolution did not 
end with October. October was only the beginning of the proletarian revol- 
ution. It is bad to funk when the tide of insurrection is rising; but it is worse to 
funk when the revolution is passing through severe tials after power has been 
captured. To retain power on the morrow of the revolution is no less important 
that to capture power." (Ibid. pp. 344-345). 

Stalin asked the question: “For what purpose did Trotsky need ail these 
legends about October and the preparation for October, about Lenin and the 
Party of Lenin? What is the purpose of Trotsky’s new literary pronouncernents 
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aguinst the Party? ... (Ibid. p. 363). 

By way of an answer, Stalin continues: 

"Trotsky asserts that all this is needed for the purpose of 'studying’ October. 
But is it not possible to study October without giving another kick at the Party 
and its leader Lenin? What sort of a ‘history’ of October is it that begins and 
ends with atternpts to discredit the chief leader of the October uprising, to dis- 
credit the Party, which organised and carried through the uprising? ... That is 
not the way to study October. That is not the way to wnite the history of Oc- 
tober. Obviously, there is a different ‘design’ here, and everything goes to show 
that this ‘design’ is that Trotsky by his literary pronouncements is makang an- 
other (yet another!) atternpt to create the conditions for substituting Trotskyisrn 
for Leninism. Trotsky needs ‘desperately’ to discredit the Party, and its cadres 
who carried through the uprising, in order, after discrediting the Party, to pro- 
ceed to discredit Leninism. And it is necessary for hin to discredit Leninismn 
in order to drag in Trotskyism as the ’sole’ 'proletarian’ (don't laugh!) ideology. 
All this, of course (oh, of course!) under the flag of Leninism, so that the drag- 
ging operation may be performed ‘as painlessly as possible’. 

"That is the essence of Trotsky’s latest literary pronouncements." (Ibid. pp. 
363-364). 


Trotskyism - a rallying point for counter-revolution 


Stalin went on to conclude that the danger was °... that Trotskyism, owing 
to its entire inner content, stands every chance of becoming the centre and ral- 
hing point of the non-proletarian elernents who are Striving to weaken, to disin- 
tegrate the proletarian dictatorship," in view of which it was “the duty of the 
Party to bury Trotskyism as an ideological trend.” (Ibid. p. 373). 

In later years Trotsky himself was obliged to admit that “in the wake of 
this vanguard [i.c., the Trotskyist opposition] there dragged the tail end of all 
sorts of dissatisfied, ill-equipped and even chagrined careerists," adding, how- 
ever, that the opposition had managed to free itself from "tts accidental and 
uninvited fellow wayfarers." On the contrary, as the contents of the pages 
that follow reveal, it is precisely the non-proletarian elements, with their 1r- 
reconcilable hostility to the proletarian dictatorship, their striving for the 
disintegration of the proletarian dictatorship, who supported the Trotskyist 
Opposition in the USSR and who continued to support him abroad after bis 
expulsion from the Soviet Union. It is precisely the same type of person 
who has since those times rallied around Trotskyism, driven by an innate 
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hatred of Marxism-Leninism and of the dictatorship of the proletariat. 

Even the Trotskyite Deutscher is compelled to say: "Outside the party, 
formless revolutionary frustration mingled with distinctly counter-revolutionary 
trends. Since the ruling group had singled out Trotsky as a target for attack, he 
automatically attracted the spurious sympathy of many who had hitherto hated 
him. As he made his appearance in the streets of Moscow [in the spring of 
1924], he was spontaneously applauded by crowds in which idealist commun- 
ists rubbed shoulders with Mensheviks, Social Revolutionaries, and the new 
bourgeoisie of the NEP, by all those indeed who, for diverse reasons, hoped for 
@ change [i.c., for the disintegration of the proletarian dictatorship through 
the weakening and disintegration of the Bolshevik Party[ (Isaac Deutscher, 
Stalin, Pelican, 1966, p.279). 

At its plenary meeting held on 17-20 January, 1925, the Central Commit- 
tce of the RCP(B) characterised Trotskyism as a "variety of Menshevisrn" 
and Trotsky’s ceaseless attacks on Bolshevism as an attempt fo substitute 
Trotskyisrn for Leninism. This meeting resolved to remove Trotsky from the 
office of Chairman of the Revolutionary Military Council of the USSR, and 
he was “warned in the most emphatic terms that membership of the Bolshevik 
Party demands real, not verbal, subordination to Party discipline and total 
and unconditional renunciation of any attacks on the ideals of Leninisrn." 


Emergence of the New Opposition 


After the above meeting pronounced against Trotsky and wamed that 
his splittist activity and anti-Lenimis{ propaganda was incompatible with 
Party membership, Trotsky retreated for a while, awaiting his chance. This 
chance came when Zinoviev and Kamenev - two old Bolsheviks - fnghtened 
by difficulties and overcome by defeatism, went into opposition after the 
14th Party Conference (April 1925) affirmed the possibility of building so- 
Cialism in the USSR. Being incorrigible defcatists and sceptics, Zinoviev 
and Kamenev denied the possibility of building socialism im the Soviet 
Union, and in this way found common ground with pessimism, scepticism 
and defeatism personified, namely, Trotsky, the author of the theory of 'per- 
manent revolution’, the epitome of hopelessness. 

The New Opposition (as it was called), led by Zinoviev and Kamenev, 
launched vicious attacks on the Party’s Leninist line (on the possibility of 
building socialism) at the 14th Congress of the Party, which opened in De- 
cember 1925. After suffering a crushing defeat at that Congress, the New 
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Opposition, headed by Zinoviev and Kamenev (who had until only recently 
been secking to remove Trotsky from the leadership and whom Trotsky, in 
turn, had been secking to eliminate from the leadership of the Party) 
openly embraced Trotskyism. Thus emerged an anti-Party opposition bloc, 
to which flocked the remnants of the various opposition groups previously 
squashed by the Party - all motivated by their hatred of, and opposition to, 
the Party’s policy of strengthening the proletarian dictatorship and building 
socialism in the USSR. 

The leaders of this opposition, Trotsky, Zinoviev and Kamenev, “granting 
each other mutual arnnesty," as Stalin put it, and using as an occasion and a 
pretext the collapse of the British General Strike (that they blamed on the 
leadership of the Bolshevik Party for having allegedly failed to give leader- 
ship and guidance to the British workers), produced their platform, written 
by Trotsky, which was presented in part to the Plenum of the Central Com- 
mittee on 6-9 April 1926, and in full to the meeting of July 14-23 1926. In 
flagrant breach of Party discipline, the opposition organised demonstrations 
in factories, demanding full discussion of their platform. The communist 
workers vehemently denounced the opposition leaders and made them 
leave these meetings. Faced with this humiliating defeat, the opposition 
leaders beat a retreat and sent a statement, on 16 October 1926, in which 
they confessed their errors and promised to desist in future from their fac- 
tional activity against the Party. In the words of Ian Grey. 


“Appalled by their own tementy and recklessness, the six leaders - Trotsky, 
Zinoviey, Kamenev, Pyatakov, Sokolnikov and Evdokimov - confessed their 
guilt in a public declaration and swore not to pursue factional activity in future. 
They also denounced their own left-wing supporters in the Comintern and the 
Workers’ Opposition group." (lan Grey, Stalin - Man of History, Abacus, 
1982, pp.213-214). 


Formation of an illegal party 


The opposition’s statement of October, 1926, turned out to be totally in- 
sincere and thoroughly hypocnitical. As a matter of fact the opposition had 
formed an illegal party of its own, with a separate system of membership, 
district committees, and a centre. The illegal party, with a secret illegal 
printing press, held secret meetings at which the opposition’s factional plat- 
form, and the tactics to be adopted against the Bolshevik Party, were dis- 
cussed - all this in violation of the decisions of the 10th Party Congress 
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banning the formation and continuation of separate factions within the 
Party. 

In October 1926, the Plenum of the Central Committee, sitting jointly 
with the Central Control Commission, issued a severe warning to the 
leaders of the opposition, removing Trotsky from the Politburo and Kame- 
nev from his candidate membership of this body. Zinoviev was removed 
from the Comintern. 


The Fifteenth All-Union Party Conference (Oct-Nov 1926) charac- 
terised the Trotsky-Zinoviev opposition as a Menshevik deviation in the 
Party, issuing the warning that further development in the direction of Men- 
shevism would lead to the opposition’s expulsion from the Party. 


At the beginning of 1927 the opposition renewed its attack on the policy 
of the Comintern vis-a-vis the Chinese revolution, blaming thc Comintern 
and the CPSU for the reverses of the Chinese revolution. Taking advantage 
of the internal difficulties, as well as of the deterioration in the international 
position of the USSR, the opposition yet again came out with the so-called 
"platform of 83’. Renewing their slander against the Party, the opposition 
claimed in this platform that the Soviet government was intending to abolish 
the monopoly of foreign trade and grant political nghts to the kulaks. Such 
slanders could not but encourage the kulaks and imperialism alike in put- 
ting pressure on the Soviet government in an attempt to wrest precisely such 
concessions from the Soviet government. In addition, the opposition dema- 
gogically demanded greater freedom in the Party, which it understood to 
mean the freedom to form factions and to “indulge in unparalleled abuse and 
impermissible vilification of the Central Committee, CPSU(B) and the ECCI. 
They complain of the ‘regime’ within the Comintem and the CPSU(B). Essen- 
tially, what they want is freedom to disorganise the Comintern and the 
CPSU(B)..." (Stalin, Collected Works, Vol 9 p. 317). 


Trotskyism’s struggle against 'Stalinism’ - a continuation of the 
struggle against Leninism 


What the Trotskyite opposition was fighting against was the regime es- 
tablished by the 10th Congress under the guidance of Lenin - a regime de- 
signed to strengthen the dictatorship of the proletariat through unity and 
iron discipline within the Bolshevik Party by outlawing factionalism. The 
underlying principles of the regime established by the 10th Congress were 
that “while inner-Party democracy is operated and businesslike criticism of the 
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Party’s defects and mistakes is permitted, no factionalism whatsoever is per- 
mitted, and all factionalism must be abandoned on pain of expulsion from the 
Party.” (Stalin, The Political Compleaon of the Russian Opposition, Collected 
Works Vol 10 p. 166). 

"I assert’, said Stalin, “that the Trotskyites had already started their fight 
against the Leninist regime in the Party in Lenin’s tirne, and that the fight the 
Trotskyites are now [1.e., September 1927] waging is a continuation of the fight 
against the regime in the Party which they were already waging in Lenin’s time." 
(Ibid). 

As the opposition’s platform drew no support from the workers, it re- 
treated again and handed another declaration to the Central Committee, on 
8 August 1927, in which they promised yet again to cease their factional ac- 
tivity, only to violate it a month later. 

As the preparations got under way in September 1927 for the Fifteenth 
Party Congress, the opposition drew up the third statement of its aims and 
policies. An end had to be put to the opposition’s factionalism, its disorga- 
nising activity and the charade of repeated violations of its hypocritical dec- 
laration of admission of guilt and promises to cease factional activity. So, at 
the end of October 1927, the Central Committee in a joint meeting with the 
Central Control Commission, expelled Trotsky and Zinoviev from the Cen- 
tral Committee, deciding further to submit all the documents relating to the 
factional activity of the Trotskyite opposition to the Fifteenth Congress for 
consideration by the latter. 

It is worth recalling that during the Party discussion preceding the Fif- 
teenth Party Congress, 724,000 members voted for the Leninist policy of the 
Central Committee, while a derisory 4,000 votes were cast for the platform 
of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite opposition bloc, that is, half of one per cent of 
the membership that took part in this debate. 


Why did the opposition fail? 


The opposition failed to get any support in the Party organisations, for 
its line was that of utter bankruptcy - the line of wanting to supplant Lenin- 
ism by Trotskyism, while the Party wished faithfully to pursue the line of Le- 
ninism - that of revolutionary Bolshevism. 

“How, then,” asked Stalin, "are we to explain the fact that notwithstanding 
his oratorical skill, notwithstanding his will to lead, notwithstanding his abil- 
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ities, Trotsky was thrown out of the leadership of the great Party which is called 
the CPSU(B)?" He went on to answer: "The reason is that the opposition in- 
tended to replace Leninism with Trotskyism, to ’umprove’ Leninism by means 
of Trotskyism. But the Party want to remain faithful to Leninism in spite of all 
the various artifices of the down-at-heel aristocrats in the Party. That is the 
root cause why the Party, which has made three revolutions, found it necessary 
to turn its back on Trotsky and on the opposition as a whole." (Collected 
Works Vol 10 p. 165). 

Speaking at the Fifteenth Congress of the Party, Stalin returned to this 
question again. “How could it happen that the Party as a whole, and after it 
the working class as well, so thoroughly isolated the opposition? After all, the 
opposition is headed by well-known people with well-known nares, people 
who know how to advertise themselves ..., people who are not afflicted with 
modesty and who are abie to blow their own trurnpets, to make the most of 
their wares. 

"It happened because the leading group of the opposition proved to be a 
group of petty-bourgeois intellectuals divorced from life, divorced from the rev- 
olution, divorced from the Party, from the working class." (Stalin, ibid. p. 345). 


From factionalism within the Party to counter-revolutionary 
struggie against the Soviet regime 


Faced with utter defeat within the Party, bankrupt politically and iso- 
lated from the Party membership, the Trotskyite-Zinovievite bloc switched 
over from factional activity within the Party to anti-Soviet and counter-rev- 
olutionary struggle against the Bolshevik regime, attracting in the process all 
the anti-Soviet clements to their camp. 

On 7 November, 1927, the tenth anniversary of the October Revolution, 
Trotsky and Zinoviev organised anti-Party demonstrations in Moscow and 
Leningrad. Poorly attended, these counter-revolutionary demonstrations 
were easily dispersed by the demonstrators of the working class under the 
leadership of the CPSU. 


By its November 7 actions the opposition had given full proof of its con- 
version info a counter-revolutionary force openly hostile to the proletarian 
dictatorship in the USSR. Having infringed all the norms and rules of 
Party life, the Trotskyites now embarked upon a career of violating state 
laws which in duc course led them to murder, sabotage, wrecking and, fi- 
nally, to an alliance with fascism. 
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On 14 November, 1927, the Central Committee expelled Trotsky and Zi- 
noviev from the Party, while other members of their group were removed 
from the Central Committee and the Central Control Commission. 


The Fifteenth Congress of the Party (December 1927), noting that the 
opposition had ideologically broken with Lenimism, had degenerated into 
Meanshevism, had adopted the path of capitulation to international imperial- 
ism and the internal bourgeoisie and had become an instrument of struggle 
against the dictatorship of the proletariat, enthusiastically endorsed these 
expulsions. Moreover it expelled in addition a further 75 members of the 
Trotsky-Zinoviev bloc, as well as 15 Democratic Centralists. Further, the 
Congress instructed Party organisations to purge their ranks of incorrigible 
Trotskyites and take steps to re-educate the rank-and-file members of the 
opposition in the spirit of Leninism. 

After the Congress many ordinary members of the opposition recog- 
nised their errors, broke with Trotskyism and were restored to Party mem- 
bership. In January 1928 Trotsky was exiled to Alma-Ata in Central Asia 
(Kazakhstan). Even there he continued clandestinely to indulge in his anti- 
Party, anti-Soviet activity. Consequently, in January 1929 he was expelled 
from the Soviet Union. 

Since the opposition intended little by little to switch the Bolshevik Party 
from the Leninist path to that of Trotskyism, and since the Party wanted to 
remain a Leninist Party, it was only natural that the Party turned its back on 
the opposition and raised ever higher the banner of Leninism. This alone 
explains why, as Stalin put it, ‘yesterday's leaders of the Party have now 
become renegades." (Collected Works, Vol 10 p. 199). 


Not personal factors but departure from Leninism is the cause of 
Trotskyism’s failure 


Instead of grasping this truth, the Trotskyite opposition in its day, and 
the Trotskyites ever since then, have explained the opposition’s defeat by 
personal factors. This is how Stalin described the far-reaching historical 
roots of Trotsky’s fight against Bolshevism and the reasons for the failure 
and bankruptcy of the opposition’s line: 

"The opposition thinks that its defeat can be ‘explained’ by the personal 
factor, by Stalin’s rudeness ... That is too cheap an explanation! It is an incan- 
tation, not an explanation. Trotsky has been fighting Leninism since 1904. 
From 1904 until the February revolution in 1917 he hung around the Menshe- 
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viks desperately fighting Lenin's Party all the ume. During that penod Trotsky 
suffered a number of defeats at the hand of Lenin’s Party. Why? Perhaps 
Stalin’s rudeness was to blame? But Stalin was not yet the secretary of the 
Central Committee at that ime; he was not abroad, but in Russia, fighting tsar- 
ism underground, whereas the struggle between Trotsky and Lenin raged 
abroad. So what has Stalin’s rudeness got to do with it? 

om During the penod from the October Revolution to 1922, Trotsky, already a 
member of the Bolshevik Party, managed to. make two ‘grand’ sorties against 
Lenin and his Party: in 1918 - on the question of the Brest Peace; and in 192] - 
on the trade-union question. Both those sorties ended in Trotsky being de- 
feated. Why? Perhaps Stalin’s rudeness was to blame here? But at that time 
Stahn was not yet the secretary of the Central Committee. The secretarial posts 
were then occupied by notorious Trotskysts. So what has Stalin's rudeness got 
to do with it? 

"Later, Trotsky made a number of fresh sorties against the Party (1923, 
1924, 1926, 1927) and each sortie ended in Trotsky suffering a fresh defeat. 

"Is it not obvious from all this that Trotsky’s fight against the Leninist Party 
has deep, far-reaching historical roots? Is it not obvious from this that the 
struggle the Party is now waging against Trotskyism is a continuation of the 
struggle that the Party, headed by Lenin, waged from 1904 onwards? 


"Is it not obvious from all this that the attempts of the Trotskyists to replace 
Leninism by Trotskyism are the chief cause of the faihure and bankruptcy of 
the entire line of the opposition? 

“Our Party was born and grew up in the storm of revolutionary battles. It is 
not a party that grew up in a period of peaceful development. For that very rea- 
son it is rich in revolutionary traditions and does not make a fetish of its 
leaders. At one time Plekhanov was the most popular man in the Party. More 
than that, he was the founder of the Party, and his popularity was incom- 
parably greater than that of Trotsky or Zinoviev. Nevertheless, in spite of that, 
the Party turned away from Plekhanov as soon as he began to depart from 
Marasm and go over to opportunism. Is it surprising, then, that people who 
are not so ‘great’, people like Trotsky and Zinoviev, found themselves at the 
tail of the Party after they began to depart from Leninism?* (Collected Works, 
Vol 10 pp 199-201). 

Jusi as the struggle waged against Trotskyism by the Bolshevik Party 
headed by Stalm from 1924 onwards was a continuation of the struggle that 
the Party headed by Lenin had waged from 1903 onwards, equally Trotsky’s 
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fight against the Bolshevik Party headed by Stalin was a continuation of the 
struggle that Trotskyism waged against the Bolshevik Party when it was 
headed by Lenin. Lenin had been the chief target of Trotsky’s vilifications 
from 1903 to 1917. After the death of Lenin, Stalin came to occupy this 
honourable position, became the chief target of the opposition’s attack. 
This was because Stalin, by faithfully defending and carrying forward the 
Leninist line, became the most representative spokesman of the Bolshevik 
Party and in that capacity drew the wrath of the opposition in its repeated, if 
unsuccessful, attempts to substitute Trotskyism for Leninism. It was not a 
case of the allegedly Leninist Trotsky fighting against an allegedly outside 
usurper, Stalin, as is put out in Trotskyite fairy tales; on the contrary, it was 
the staunch and indefatigable Leninist (Stalin) who brilliantly continued the 
successful Leninist assault on the anti-Bolshevik and petty-bourgeois idco- 
logy of Trotskyism. This alone explains Trotskyism’s hatred of Joseph 
Stalin, the very mention of whose name causes Trotskyite gentry to foam at 
the mouth. This is how Stalin described the opposition’s hatred for him: 


"First of all about the personal factor. You have heard here how assidu- 
ously the oppositionists huri abuse at Stalin, abuse him with all their might. 
The reason why the main attacks were directed against Stalin is because Stalin 
knows all the opposition’s tricks better, perhaps, than some of our comrades 
do, and it is not easy, | dare say, to fool him. So they strike thetr blows primar- 
ily at Stalin. Well, let thern hurl abuse to their hearts’ content. 

“And what is Stalin? Stalin is only a minor figure. Take Lenin. Who does 
not know that at the time of the August bloc the opposition, headed by Trotsky, 
waged an even more scurrilous campaign of slander against Lenin? Listen to 
Trotsky, for example: 

“*The wretched squabbling systematically provoked by Lenin, that old hand at the game, 
that professional exploiter of afl that is backward in the Russian labour movement, seems 
like a senseless obsession’ (See Trotsky’s ‘Letter to Chkeidze', Apnil 1913). 

“Note the language, comrades! Note the language! It is Trotsky writing. 

“Is it surprising, then, that Trotsky, who wrote in such an ill-mannered way 
about the great Lenin, whose shoe-laces he was not worthy of tying, should 
now hurl abuse at one of Lenin's numerous pupils - Comrade Stalin? 

“More than that. I think the opposition does me honour by venting ail its 
hatred against Stalin. That is as it should be. I think it would be strange and 
offensive if the opposition, which is trying to wreck the Party, were to praise 
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Stalin, who is defending the fundamentals of the Leninist Party principle." 
(Collected Works, Vol 10 pp. 177-178). 


Trotsky’s regular predictions of doom 


Proceeding from the unscientific and pessimistic, not to say anti-Lenin- 
ist, theory of permanent revolution’, which was refuted by the experience of 
the three Russian revolutions and by all further social development in the 
USSR and elsewhere, Trotsky could, and did, predict nothing but doom. 
The underlying theme and purpose of all his statements between 1923 and 
1940 was to deny all possibility of building socialism in the USSR and thus 
to undermine the confidence of the Soviet proletariat in building a new so- 
ciety by its own efforts if the world revolution failed to come to its rescue. 
This was accompanied by vicious attacks on the only guarantee for the suc- 
cesses of the USSR during this epoch-making period of particular difficulty 
and particular achievement, namely the Leninist leadership of the Party and 
state of the proletarian dictatorship. Of course these attacks were always 
hidden under a guise of attacking the bureaucratic state apparatus’, or 'Sta- 
linist bureaucracy’, with the alleged desire to improve matters. And when 
the oft-predicted disaster did not happen, this only provided Trotsky with 
an occasion to report on invented widespread disaster, disillusionment and 
demoralisation as a means of bringing about the fulfilment of his jeremiads. 


Trotsky’s ’New Course’ predicts degeneration of the Party. 


In 1923, at the time of the New Economic Policy (NEP), Trotsky pre- 
dicted immediate doom for the proletarian dictatorship through the "de- 
generation of the state apparatus in a bourgeois direction.” In his New Course, 
written in 1923, he claimed that "“Bureaucratism has reached an excessive and 
truly alarming development. This is how he predicted the restoration of 
capitalism through the NEP, claiming that quantity would at a certain stage 
be transformed into quality: 


"... The rapid developrnent of private capital ... would show that private 
capital is interposing itself more and more between the workers’ state and the 
peasantry, is acquiring an economic and therefore a political influence ... 
[S]uch a rupture between Soviet industry and agriculture, between the proteta- 
riat and the peasantry, would constitute a grave danger for the proletanan rev- 
olution, a symptom of the possibility of the triumph of the counter-revolution. 

"What are the political paths by which the victory of the counter-revolution 
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might come if the economic hypothesis just set forth were to be realised? .... 
[T]he political process would assume in the main the character of the degener- 
ation of the state apparatus in a bourgeois direction ... If private capital in- 
creased rapidly and succeeded in fusing with the peasantry, the active 
counter-revolutionary tendencies directed against the Communist Party would 
then probably prevail ... 

"The counter-revotutionary tendencies can find a support among the kas- 
laks, the. middlemen, the retailers, the concessionaires, in a word, among ele- 
ments much more capable of surrounding the state apparatus than the Party 
itself ... 

" ... [T]he negative social phenomena we have just enumerated and which 
now nurture bureaucratisation could place the revolution in peril should they 
continue to develop ... bureaucratism in the state and party apparatus is the ex- 
pression of the most vexatious tendencies inherent in our situation, of the de- 
fects and deviations in our work which .. might sap the basis of the revolution 
... Quantity will at a certain stage be transformed into quality.” (Chapter 4). 

In all this, Trotsky forgets completely the role of the dictatorship of the 
proletanat. Of course, the introduction of the NEP did unleash capitalist 
elements, in the countryside in particular; of course it was a partial return to 
capitalism. All that was known to the author of the NEP, Viadimir Ilyich 
Lenin. But there was no other way of transition from war communism to so- 
cialism except through the NEP even though the latter, by unleashing capi- 
talist clements in the countryside, carried the danger of capitalist 
restoration. This danger, however, this possibility of capitalist restoration, 
could never be realised as long as the proletanan dictatorship exercised its 
iron rule over hostile capitalist classes - kulaks and traders. That is why 
Lenin called for the maximum strengthening of the dictatorship of the 
proletariat. This, in turn, could only be done through unity of will and iron 
discipline in the ruling Bolshevik Party. That is why he caused the Tenth 
Party Congress to pass the resolution, written by himself, calling for existing 
factions within the Party to be disbanded forthwith, for the formation of new 
factions in the future to be banned, and declaring that non-compliance with 
this resolution by anyone would result in their immediate expulsion from the 
Party. Trotsky for his part consistently undermined the proletarian dicta- 
torship by his vicious attacks on the leadership of the Party, his denigration 
of the Party and state apparatus in the USSR, and by flouting all norms and 
discipline of the Bolshevik Party. 
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Failure of Troteky’s predictions. 


Notwithstanding Trotskyist sabotage, Trotsky’s predictions did not come 
true, thanks to the Leninist leadership of the Party and the state during this 
very difficult period. Instead NEP Russia was actually transformed into a 
mighty socialist USSR that then went on to achieve the crowning glory of 
defeating the mighty Nazi war machine almost single-handedly. As the "de- 
Ten ration", "initiative alling bureaucratismn", "ossification", " strangem ent", 
and "morbid uneasiness” predicted by Trotsky failed to materialise and the 
USSR began to be transformed through the collectivisation and industriali- 
sation drive of the Five-Year Plans, Trotsky intensified his attacks on the 
USSR and the leadership of the Bolshevik Party - revealing in the process 
his true hideous features as a market socialist, i.c., as a bourgeois socialist of 
the social-democratic variety. 


Contemptible and cowerdly capitulator. 


In 1933, Trotsky published his pamphlet Soviet Economy in Danger, 
which he came out in opposition to this second assault on capitalism, i.e., 
the assault mounted through socialist industrialisation and collectivisation - 
both measures of world revolutionary historic significance. He declared 
that the "correct and economically sound collectivisation, at a given stage, 
SHOULD NOT LEAD TO THE ELIMINATION OF THE NEP, but to the 
GRADUAL REORGANISATION OF ITS METHODS." (p32). 


In other words, no attempt should be made to eliminate capitalism in 
general, and capitalism in the countryside in particular. 

Gorbachev style, pretending to stand for some sort of control of the 
market, Trotsky’s method of controlling the market is to leave it to the mar- 
ket to control itself 

"The regulation of the market," he says, “itself must depend upon the tend- 
encies that are brought about through its medium." (p. 30). 

Every revolutionary giant stride forward of the Soviet economy at that 
time, because outside the market, is portrayed by this high priest of market 
socialism as disorder and “economic chaos." He says: 

“By eliminating the market and installing instead Asiatic bazaars the bure- 
aucracy has created ... the conditions for the most barbaric gyrations of prices 
and consequently has placed a mine under commercial calculations. As a re- 
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sult economic chaos has been redoubled." (p. 34). 


Trotsky, who in December 1925, at the 14th Party Congress of the 
CPSU, had tried to force on the Party the policy of immediate collectivisa- 
tion of the peasantry, when the conditions necessary for such collectivisation 
were totally lacking, this same Trotsky in 1933, when collectivisation was 
well on the way to completion, comes out in opposition to the policy of lig- 
uidating the kulaks as a class, demanding mstead the establishment of "a 
policy of severely restricting the exploiting tendencies of the ladaks." (p. 47). 

In other words, capitalism must not be eliminated in the countryside. 


Praying for miracles Trotsky declares: "Commodities must be adapted to 
hurnan needs ...° Trotsky’s position amounts to this: "Economic accounting 
is unthinkable without market relations.’ In view of this, it ts hardly surpris- 
ing that Trotsky came to the conclusion that: "Jt is necessary to put off the 
Second Five-Year Plan. Away with shrieking enthusiasm! (p. 41). 


No wonder then that Stalin, in his Report to the 17th Party Congress (26 
January 1934) made the following observation on the Trotskyist pro- 
gramme: 


"We have always said that the ’Lefts’ are in fact Rights who mask their 
Righiness by Left phrases. Now the ’Lefts’ themselves confirm the correctness 
of our staternent. Take last year’s issues of the Trotskyist 'Bulletin’. What do 
Messieurs the Trotskyists demand, what do they write about, in what does their 
‘Left’ programme find expression? They demand: THE DISSOLUTION OF 
THE STATE FARMS, on the grounds that they do not pay; THE DISSOLU- 
TION OF THE MAJORITY OF THE COLLECTIVE FARMS, on the 
grounds that they are fictitious; the ABANDONMENT OF THE POLICY OF 
ELIMINATING THE KULAKS; REVERSION TO THE POLICY OF 
CONCESSIONS, AND THE LEASING TO CONCESSIONAIRES OF A 
NUMBER OF OUR INDUSTRIAL ENTERPRISES, on the grounds that 
they do not pay. 

“There you have the programme of these contemptible cowards and capitu- 
lators - their counter-revolutionary programme for restoring capitalism in the 
USSR! 

"What difference is there between this programme and that of the extreme 
Rights? Clearly, there is none. It follows that the 'Lefts’ have openly assoct- 
ated themselves with the counter-revolutionary programme of the Rights in 
order to enter into a bloc with them and to wage a joint struggle aguinst the 
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Party.” (Stalin, Collected Works, Vol 13 pp. 370-371. 


Trotsky’s anti-Soviet diatribes are grist to the imperialist mill 


Although bourgeois economics learnt nothing from Trotsky’s Soviet 
Economy in Danger, sceing as he had but repeated, in a clumsy way, what 
had been said a decade earlier by bourgeois economists such as Von Mises 
and Brutzkus, it was nevertheless extensively quoted in the imperialist press 
by the bourgeois critics of socialist construction, for it enabled them to 
stress that their ‘objective’ and ‘impartial’ critiques of socialism, and their 
dogma that it was impossible for society to free itself of the market, were 
fully accepted by this ’old Bolshevik’. (For a fuller treatment of this subject, 
the reader ts referred to chapter 11 of my book Perestroika - the Complete 
Collapse of Revisionism). 

Trotsky’s diatribes against the Soviet regime were grasped with alacrity 
by the German and Italian fascists: "See, my friends," said Goebbels to the 
German socialists and communists, "what Trotsky is saying about the Soviet 
state. It is no longer a Socialist State but a state dominated by a parasitic bure- 
aucracy, living on the Russian people." (sec Appendix 2) These and similar 
arguments, broadcast by the fascists as well as other imperialist states, were 
designed to weaken both the faith the masses might have in the USSR as 
well as their faith in themselves, in their capacity to build a new life for 
themselves. These Trotskyist arguments were, and continue to be, seized 
upon by the opponents of communism in the Labour movement as well as 
by the radical petty-bourgeois intelligentsia. Trotskyism thus performed, 
and continues to perform, the function of confusing and disarming the 
working-class movement politically and ideologically. 

Flying in the face of all reality, ignonng the developments in socialist 
construction in the USSR, Trotsky continued to predict disaster and to ad- 
vocate the overthrow of the ’Stalinist bureaucracy - a euphemism for the 
Leninist leadership of the Bolshevik Party and the Soviet state - in other 
words, the overthrow of the dictatorship of the proletariat. In an article 
written in October 1933, Trotsky predicted the restoration of capitalism if 
"Stalinist bureaucracy continued to hold sway: 


"The further unhindered development of bureaucratism must lead inevit- 
ably to the cessation of economic and cultural growth, to a terrible social crisis 
and to the downward plunge of the entire society. But this would unply not 
only the collapse of the proletanan dictatorship but also the end of bureau- 
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cratic domination. In place of the workers’ state would come not ’social bure- 
aucratic’ but capitalist relations." (The Class Nature of the Soviet State). 

In February 1935 Trotsky predicted the “inevitable collapse of the Stalin- 
ist political regime" and its replacement by "fascist-capitalist counterrevol- 
ution", unless the removal of the Sovict regime came “as a conscious act of 
the proletarian vanguard,” to wit, the same Trotskyist counter-revolutionaries 
who denied the very possibility of building socialism in the first place, who 
tried to put every obstacle (albeit unsuccessfully) in the way of socialist con- 
struction, who hand im hand with the impcrialist bourgeoisie slandered the 
Soviet state and Bolshevik Party leadership, who belittled and denigrated 
every single achievement of socialist industry, agriculture, science, technol- 
ogy and the arts and who ended up by being allies and tools of German and 
Japanese fascism!! These very contempuble cowards and counter-revol- 
utionaries, these ardent advocates of the programme of capitalist restora- 
tion, in the topsy-turvy world of Trotskyist make-believe and intrigue, 
convince themselves that they are the proletarian vanguard’! At the same 
time we are told by Trotsky that the Bolshevik Party which, following the 
Leninist line, not only belicves in the possibility of building socialism in the 
USSR but is actually accomplishing it successfully in the face of internal and 
external difficulties and foes, is a regime of ’Bonapartism’ which is bound to 
make way for ’counter-revolution’ unless its removal comes about at the 
hands of the counter-revolutionary Trotskyists who have awarded them- 
selves the utle of "proletarian \ anguard™! 

"The inevitable collapse of the Stalinist political regime will lead to the es- 
tablishment of Soviet democracy only in the event that the removal of Bona- 
partis comes as the conscious act of the proletarian vanguard. In all other 
cases, in place of Stalinism there could only come the fascist-capitalist 
counterrevolution’. (Trotsky, The Workers’ State, Thermidor and Bonapart- 


isn). 


Trotsky acknowledges socialist achievements as a means of 
gaining credibility 


By the end of the Second Five-Year plan, however, even the blind could 
not fail to see the gigantic, truly heroic and world- historic achievements of 
socialist construction. Even intelligent representatives of impenalism began 
to make admissions of the achievements of socialism in all walks of life of 
the USSR - the only country to have achieved full employment while the 
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capitalist world was reeling under the hammer blows of recession. Trotsky 
was in danger of being discredited because of the crying discrepancy be- 
tween Soviet reality and Trotsky’s description of it. So Trotsky, that most 
anti-Soviet of all anti-Soviets, in order to gain some credibility, was com- 
pelled to write almost effusively of the gains of socialism in the USSR, 
again, of course, merely as a prelude to a further scurrilous campaign of lies 
and slander against the Soviet regime. In his Revolution Betrayed (1933), he 
writes: 

"Gigantic achievernents in industry, enormously promising beginnings in 
agriculture, an extraordinary growth of the old industrial cities and a building 
of new ones, a rapid increase of the number of workers, a rise in cultural level 
and cultural dernands - such are the indubitable results of the October revol- 

"Socialism has demonstrated its right to victory, not in the pages of ’Das 
Kapital’ but in an industrial arena comprising a sixth part of the earth’s surface 
- not in the language of dialectics, but in the language of steel, cement, and 
electricity ... ee en aeneene less than aun ae 
unexampled in history. 

"This also ends the quarrel with the reformists in the workers’ movernent. 
Can we compare for one moment their mouselike fussing with the titanic work 
accomplished by this people aroused to a new life by revolution? ... " (p. 16). 

Thus quite mysteriously, and without any explanation let alone a correc- 
tion or an apology from Trotsky, we find that the "smug, negative, disdainful, 
cliquish, bureaucratic apparatus,” characterised on the one hand by “inertia” 
and on the other by “antagonistic violence towards criticism," staffed with 
only “careerists and political hangers-on" who are so divorced from reality as 
to be in danger of losing support of the masses and forfeiting state domin- 
ance to the “counter-revolutionary tendencies" among ‘retailers, middlemen. ... 
and kalaks - this bureaucratic apparatus’, 1.e., the leadership of the Bolshevik 
Party and the Sovict state, has somchow risen to the occasion and organised 
"ten years of successes unexampled in history."! 

Normally Trotskyism paints a picture of the Soviet people being ordered 
about and herded around by the ’Stalinist bureaucracy’, meekly and sullenly 
accepting their fate. Yet in some pages of this book, which are charac- 
teristically contradicted by some other pages in the same book, Trotsky de- 
scribes the enthusiasm with which the Soviet youth plunged into economic, 
cultural and artistic activity, in the following glowing terms: 
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"To be sure, the youth are very active in the sphere of economics. In the 
Soviet Union there are now 1.2 million Communist Youth in the collective 
farms. Hundreds of thousands of members of the Communist Youth have 
been mobilised during recent years for construction work, timber work, coal 
mining, gold production, for work in the Arctic, Sakhalin, or in Amur where 
the new town of Komsomolsk is in process of construction. The new gener- 
ation is putting out shock brigades, champion workers, Stakhanovites, 
foremen, underadministrators. The youth are studying, and a considerable 
part of then are studying assiduously. They are as active, if not more so, in the 
sphere of athletics in its most daring or warlike forms such as parachute jump- 
ing and marksmanship. The enterprising and audacious are going on all kinds 
of dangerous expeditions. 

"The better part of our youth,’ said recently the well-known polar explorer, 
Schmidt, ‘are eager to work where difficulties await them’. This is undoubtedly 
ue ... 


" - [I]t would be a crude slander against the youth to portray them as con- 
folled exclusively, or even predominantly, by personal interests. No, in the 
general mass they are magnanimous, responsive, enterprising ... In their depths 
are various unformulated tendencies grounded in heroism and still only await- 
ing application. It is upon these moods in particular that the newest land of 
Soviet patrionsm is nurturing itself. It is undoubtedly very deep, sincere and 
dynarnic ... "(Chapter 7). 


More scurrilous attacks on socialism 


All this, however, is only a prelude to a vicious denunciation of the So- 
viet regime, a negation of Soviet achievements and everything socialist, and 
a distortion - nay a downright falsification - of Soviet history. Having been 
forced to pay lip service to socialism having "demonstrated its right to vic- 
tory," to the Soviet state having achieved "ten years successes unexampled in 
history," Trotsky devotes the rest of his book to a vitriolic attack on the 
USSR and its leadership. We are told, despite all the admissions about 
"successes unexampled in history’, that “the Soviet State in all its relations is 
far closer to a backward capitalism than to communism" (p.22); that, far from 
achieving the lower stage of communism, what the Soviet Union had 
achieved was a "preparatory regime ansitional from capitalism to socialism." 
(p52); that this regime was engendering increasing inequalities: “wage dif- 
ferences in the Soviet Union," he asserted, “are not less but greater than in the 


PREFACE 41 


capitalist countries." (p.228); and that industry was dommated by a “corps of 
slave drivers” (p.229). Before this transitional regime could develop in the 
direction of socialism, it was absolutely necessary for there to be "a second 
supplementary revolution against bureaucratic absolutisrn® (p.272) because 
"the bureaucracy can be removed only by a revolutionary force. And, as al- 
(p.271). Since the Soviet leadership had the overwhelming support of the 
working class and the collectivised peasantry, Trotsky’s references to "revol- 
utionary force’ could either mean acts of terrorism against the leadership of 
the Bolshevik Party, or a military conspiracy, or foreign intervention for the 
overthrow of the Bolshevik regime - or a combination of all these means. 
That this is precisely what Trotsky had in mind is made clear in the course 
of the pages of this book. 


Re-assertion of the discredited theory of ‘permanent revolution’. 


There is also the inevitable statement that the advance towards socialism 
depends to some extent on the prior victory of the revolution m the rest of 
Europe (p. 274) - a rehash and latest version of Trotsky’s permanent hope- 
lessness that masqucrades as the theory of ’permanent revolution’. That 
being the case, one may be forgiven for asking: what will the “supplementary 
revolution against bureaucratic absolutism" achieve if the revolution 1s des- 
tined to vegetate and degencrate into hopelessness in the absence of “victory 
of the revolution in the rest of Europe"? 

In addition, the book contains virulent denunciations of all attempts at 
raising the productivity of labour, unattainable under the conditions of capi- 
talism. Trotsky attacks all wage differentials, piece-work payments, socialist 
emulation drives - all of which are simply denounced as “a source of injus- 
tice, oppression, and compulsions for the majority, privileges and a ‘happy life’ 
for the few" (pp. 244-245). Apart from the demagogy of it all, what comes 
through is the sheer ignorance, not to mention dishonesty: it would appear 
that its author has failed totally to grasp the essence of The Critique of the 
Gotha Programme, in which Marx deals, inter alia, with the norms of dis- 
tribution under the lower and higher stages of communism. In the lower 
stage, distribution can only be according to the formula From each accord- 
ing to his ability, to each according to his work, a formula which does not 
"rernove the defects of distribution and inequality of ‘bourgeois right™ (Lenin, 
State and Revolution ). 


42 TROTSKYISM OR LENINISM? 


Equating socialism and fascism and spreading defeatist 
demoralisation 


Driven by his intense and insensate hatred of the Soviet state, mindless 
subjectivism and limitless vindictiveness against the Bolshevik regime for 
the reason that the latter had decided to expel him for his incorngyble fac- 
tionalism, Trotsky goes to the despicable length of saying in Chapter 11 of 
his book Revolution Betrayed that "Stalinism and fascism ... are symmetrical 
phenomena. In many of their features they show a deadly similanty." 

In the appendix to his book, Trotsky says: 

" ... with the working class and its sincere champions among the intelligent- 
sia ... our work will actually cause doubts and evoke distrust - not of the revol- 
ution but of its usurpers. But that ts the very goal we have set ourselves." 


Trotsky predicts and calls for the defeat of the USSR in war 


Since Trotsky, driven by a combination of egotistical factionalism and 
bourgeois subjectivism, always referred to the Lemiist leadership of the 
Bolshevik party and the Soviet state as a “Stalinist bureaucracy", “caste of 
usurpers", “totalitanan Regime’, etc., it can hardly be denied that the purpose 
and intention behind Trotsky’s demented vituperations was to malign the 
Soviet regime by attempting to convince workers all over the world that this 
regime, indistinguishable according to Trotsky from fascism, was not de- 
serving of their support. Such an attitude is only the prelude to wishing, and 
calling, for the defeat of this regime in any war against fascism by spreading 
demoralisation. That Trotskyism took this step not only secretly but also 
openly is clear from the following disgusting pronouncements concerning 
the then impending Second World War. In these pronouncements Trotsky 
predicts with malicious glee the military defeat of the USSR in the coming 
war. Indeed he goes even further, asserting that a protracted war without a 
military defeat "would have to lead to a bourgeois-Bonapartist revolution." 
Here are Trotsky’s very words: 


"Can we, however, expect that the Soviet Union will come out of the com- 
ing great war without defeat? To this frankly posed question we will answer as 
frankly, if the war should only remain a war, the defeat of the Soviet Union will 
be inevitable. In a technical, economic, and military sense, imperialism ts in- 
comparably more strong. If it is not paralysed by revolution in the west, im- 
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perialism will sweep away the regime which issued from the October Revol- 
ution” (Revolution Betrayed, p.216). 

What would be the case if the Soviet Union managed to survive the fate 
assigned to it by Trotsky? Well, the destruction of the Soviet state would 
ensue just the same. Turn or twist as we may - military defeat or not - the 
Soviet Union could not survive the war: 

"The protracted nature of the war," Trotsky wrote, “will reveal the contra- 
dictions of the transition economy of the USSR with its bureaucratic planning 
.... [I]n the case of @ protracted war accompanied by the passivity of the world 
proletariat the internal social contradictions of the USSR not only might lead 
but would have to lead to a bourgeois-Bonapartist revolution." (The Fourth In- 
ternational and the War). 

In 1940, nearing the end of his life - a life full of wreconcilable hostility 
towards Leninism - Trotsky, with a zeal worthy of a better cause, again pre- 
dicted the defeat of the USSR and the triumph of Hitlerite Germany: 


“We always started from the fact that the international policy of the Kremlin 
was determined by the new aristocracy’s ... incapacity to conduct a war. ~ 

" ... the ruling caste is no longer capable of thinking about tomorrow. Its 
formula is that of all doomed regimes ‘after us the deluge’ ... 

"The war will topple many things and many individuals. Artifice, trickery, 
frame-ups and treasons will prove of no avail in escaping its severe judgment” 
(Statement to the British capitalist press on Stalin - Hitler's Quartermaster). 

“Stalin cannot make a war with discontented workers and peasants and 
with a decapitated Red Army" (German-Soviet Alliance). 

"The level of the USSR’s productive forces forbids a major war ... ‘The in- 
volvement of the USSR in a major war before the end of this period would sig- 
nify in any case a struggle with unequal weapons. 

“The subjective factor, not less important than the maternal, has changed in 
the last years sharply for the worse ... 

“Stalin cannot wage an offensive war with any hope of victory. 

“Should the USSR enter the war with its innumerable victims and priva- 
tions, the whole fraud of the official regime, its outrages and violence, will ine- 
vitably provoke a profound reaction on the part of the people, who have 
already carried out three revolutions in this century... 


"The present war can crush the Kremlin bureaucracy long before revolution 
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breaks out in some capitalist country ..." (The Twin Stars: Hitler-Stalin). 


Trotsky’s predictions refuted by the epic victory of the USSR in 
World War il 


As usual, and happily for humanity, all Trotsky’s predictions were totally 
belied. After initial reverses in the first few weeks of the war, attributable in 
the main to the Nazi surprise attack, the Soviet defences stiffened. Before 
long they struck back. The rest of the world, like Trotsky, had given the 
USSR only a few weeks before collapsing in the face of the onslaught of the 
allegedly invincible Nazi war machine. The Red Army and Soviet people, 
united as one under the leadership of the CPSU and their Supreme Com- 
mander Joseph Stalin, exploded this myth of Nazi invincibility. Soviet vic- 
tories in the titanic battles of Moscow, Stalingrad, Kursk and Leningrad will 
forever be cherished not only by the peoples of the former, great and glori- 
ous Soviet Union, but also by all progressive humanity. 

“The Battle of Moscow had been an epic event ... It had involved more 
than 2 million men, 2,500 tanks, 1,800 aircraft, and 25,000 guns. Casualties 
had been horrifying in scale. For the Russians it had ended in victory. They 
had suffered the full impact of the German ’Blitzcieg’ offensive and, notwith- 
standing their losses ... they had been able to mount an effective counterattack. 
They had begun to destroy the myth of German invincibility ... " (lan Grey, 
Stalin - Man of History, Abacus, p.344). 

The surrender on 1 February 1943 at Stalingrad, by the fascist general 
Von Paulus and 23 other generals, mesmerised the world. The victory of 
the Red Army at Stalingrad was incredible as it was heroic. The Nazi losses 
in the Volga-Don-Stalingrad area were 1.5 million men, 3,500 tanks, 12,000 
guns and 3,000 aircraft. Never before had the Nazi war machine, which was 
accustomed to running over countries in days and weeks, suffered such a 
humiliating defeat, a defcat "in which the flower of the German army 
perished. It was against the background of this battle ... that Stalin now rose to 
almost titanic stature in the eyes of the world.” (Deutscher, Stalin, p. 472). 
From now on nothing but defeat stared the Germans in the face, leading all 
the way to the entry of the Red Army into Berlin and the storming by it of 
the Reichstag on 30 Apnil 1945 - the same day that the Fubrer committed 
suicide. Six days later, Field- Marshall Wilhelm Keitel, acting on bchalf of 
the German High Command, surrendered to Marshall Zhukov. 
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Stalin and the Great Patriotic War 


Although the credit for the victory must correctly be given to the Soviet 
armed forces and the heroic efforts of the Soviet people, no narrative of 
these fateful years is complete without a reference, indeed a fulsome trib- 
ute, to the undisputed leader of the CPSU(B), the Sovict people, and the 
Supreme commander of the Soviet forces - Joseph Stalm. Even a renegade 
like Gorbachev is obliged, apropos the Soviet victory in the Second World 
War, to admit that: "A factor in the achievernent of victory was the emen- 
dous political will, purposefulness and persistence, ability to organise and dis- 
cipline people, displayed in the war years by Joseph Stalin." (Report at the 
Festive Meeting on the 70th Anniversary of the Great October Revotution held 
in Moscow on 2 November 1987, p. 25). 


lan Grey, who ts a bourgeois but honest wniter, has this to say on this 
score: 


“The massive setbacks and the unmediate threat to Moscow would have 
unnerved most men, but the unpact on Stalin was to strengthen his grim deter- 
mination to fight. No single factor was more important in holding the nation 
from disintegration at this time.” (ibid. p. 335). 

Further: 

"It was in a real sense his [Stalin’s] victory. It could not have been won 
without his industialisation campaign and especially the intensive develop- 
ment of industry beyond the Volga. Collectivisation had contributed to the vic- 
tory by enabling the government to stockpile food and raw materials to prevent 
paralysts in industry and famine in the towns. But also collectivisation, with its 
machine-tractor stations, had given the peasants their first training in the use of 
tractors and other machines." (Ibid. p.419). 

Quoung Isaac Deutscher, who is far from beimg friendly to Stalin, ap- 
provingly, lan Grey continues: 

-" 'Collectivised farming had been ‘the peasants’ preparatory school for mechanised war- 
fare’ ... 

"It was his victory, too, because he had directed and controlled every 
branch of Russian operations throughout the war. The range and burden of 
his responsibilities were extraordinary, but day by day without a break for the 
four years of the war he exercised direct command of the Russian forces and 
control over supplies, war industries, and government policy, including foreign 
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policy.” (Ibid. pp. 419-420). 

Finally the same writer says: 

“It was his victory, above all, because it had been won by his genius and la- 
bors, heroic in scale. The Russian people had looked to hirn for leadership, 
and he had not failed thern. His speeches of July 3 and November 6, 1941, 
which had steeled thern for the trials of war, and his presence in Moscow dur- 
ing the great battie of the city, had dernonstrated his will to victory. He ... in- 
spired therm and gave thern positive direction. He had the capacity of attending 
to detail and keeping in mind the broad picture, and, while remembering the 
past and immersed in the present, he was constantly looking ahead to the fu- 
ture." (p.42A). 

Innately hostile as he is to Stalin, Deutscher is nevertheless obliged to 
paint this picture of Stalin’s role during the war: 

“Many allied visitors who called at the Kremlin during the war were 
astonished to see on how many issues, great and small, military, political, or 
diplomatic, Stalin personally took the final decision. He was in effect his own 
Commander-in-Chief, his own minister of defence, his own quartermaster, his 
own minister of supply, his own foreign minister, and even his own chef de 
protocole. The stavka, the Red Army’s GHQ, was in his offices in the Krerm- 
lin. From his office desk, in constant and direct touch with the commands of 
the various fronts, he watched and directed the carnpaigns in the field. From 
his office desk, too, he managed another stupendous operation, the evacuation 
of 1,360 plants and factories from western Russia and the Ukraine to the 
Volga, the Urals and Siberia, an evacuation that involved not only machines 
and installations but millions of worlanen and their families. Between one 
function and the other he bargained with, say, Beaverbrook and Harriman over 
the quantities of aluminiurn or the calibre of rifles and anti-aircraft guns to be 
delivered to Russia by the western allies; or he received leaders of the guerrillas 
... from German occupied territory and discussed with them raids to be carned 
out hundreds of miles behind the enemy’s lines. At the height of the battle of 
Moscow, in December 1941, when the thunder of Hitler's guns hovered omin- 
ously over the streets of Moscow, he found time enough to start a subtle diplo- 
matic game with the Polish General Sikorski, who had come to conclude a 
Russo-Polish treaty. .. He entertained them [forcign envoys and visitors] 
usually late at night and in the small hours of the moming. After a day filled 
matic haggling, he would at dawn pore over the latest dispatches from the com- 
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missariat of Home Affairs, the NKVD ... Thus he went on, day after day, 
throughout four years of hostilities - a prodigy of patience, tenacity, and vigi- 
lance, almost omnipresent, almost omniscient." (Isaac Deutscher, Stalin, pp. 
456-457). 

And further: 

" ... [T]here is no doubt that he was their (the Soviet troops’} real Com- 
mander-in-Chief. His leadership was by no means confined to the taking of 
interest with which he studied the technical aspects of modern warfare, down 
to the minute details, shows hirn to have been anything but a dilettante. He 
viewed the war primarily from the angle of logstics .. To secure reserves of 
manpower and supplies of weapons, in the right quantities and proportions, to 
allocate them and transport thern to the right points at the right time, to amass 
a decisive strategic reserve and to have it ready for intervention at decisive mo- 
ments - these operations made up nine-tenths of his task" (Ibid. p.459). 
Deutscher also dispels any notion of popular hostility to the Soviet 
regime: 

"It should not be imagined that a majority of the nation was hostile to the 
government. If that had been the case no patriotic appeals, no prodding or 
coercion, would have prevented Russia’s political collapse, for which Hitler 
was confidently hoping. The great transformation that the country had gone 
through before the war had ... strengthened the moral fibre of the nation. The 
majority was imbued with a strong sense of its economic and social advance, 
which it was grimly determined to defend against danger from without..." (Ibid. 
p.473). 

So much then for the Trotskyist drivel about the "new aristocracy’s inca- 
pacity to conduct a war," the “discontented workers and peasants and a de- 
capitated army” making it impossible to make a war, the alleged inferiority of 
the weapons of the Red Amny, Stalin being unable to ‘wage an offensive war 
with any hope of victory," and the war crushing "the Kremlin bureaucracy.” 

Far from being crushed, the Soviet regime emerged from the war much 
strengthened. Far from crushing the Soviet regime by its war against the 
USSR, the Nazi regime itself was crushed, as was Germany. What is more, 
the Soviet victory demonstrated beyond measure the correctness of the 
policies of industrialisation and collectivisation pursued, in the teeth of 
Trotskyist and imperialist opposition, by the Soviet regime before the war. 
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"The new appreciation of Stalin’s role did not spring only from afier- 
thougfits born in the flush of victory. The truth was that the war could not have 
been won without the intensive industriaiisation of Russia, and of her eastern 
provinces in particular. Nor could it have been won without the collectivisa- 
tion of large nurnbers of farms. The muzhik of 1930, who had never handled a 
tractor or any other machine, would have been of little use in modem war. 
Collectivised farming, with its machine-tractor stations, had been the peasants’ 
preparatory school for mechanised warfare. The rapid raising of the average 
standard of education had also enabled the Red Army to draw on a consider- 
able reserve of intelligent officers and men. "We are fifty or a hundred years behind 
the advanced countrics. We must make good this lag m ten years. Either we do it, or they 
crush us’ - SO Stalin had spoken exactly ten years before Hitler set out to conquer 
Russia. His words, when they were recalled now, could not but impress people 
as a prophesy brilhantly fulfilled, as a most timely call to action. And, indeed, 
a few years’ delay in the mudemisation of Russia might have made all the dif- 
ference between victory and defeat.” (Deutscher, Ibid. p535). 

This is how Deutscher captures the victory parade m Red Square at the 
end of the war. 

"On 24 June 1945 Stalin stood at the top of the Lenin Mausoleum and re- 
viewed @ great victory parade of the Red Army which marked the fourth an- 
niversary of Hitler's attack. By Stalin’s side stood Marshall Zhukov, his 
deputy, the victor of Moscow, Stalingrad, and Berlin. The troops that marched 
past him were led by Marshall Rokossovsky. As they marched, rode, and gal- 
loped across the Red Square, regiments of infantry, cavalry, and tanks swept 
the mud of its pavernent - it was a day of torrential rain - with innumerable 
banners and standards of Hitier’s army. At the Mausolewn they threw the 
banners at Stalin’s feet. The allegorical scene was strangely unaginative ... 

"The next day Stalin received the tribute of Moscow for the defence of the 
city in 1941. The day after he was acclaimed as "Hero of the Soviet Union’ 
and given the title of Generalissimo." (Ibid. p 534). 

In "these days of undreamt-of triumph and glory,” continues Deutscher: 
“Stalin stood in the full blaze of popular recognition and gratitude. These feel- 
ings were spontaneous, genuine, not engineered by official propagandists. 
Overworked slogans about the ‘achievements of the Stalinist era’ now con- 
veyed fresh meaning not only to young people, but to sceptics and malcontents 
of the older generation..." (Ibid. p.53A). 

Thus, at the end of the war Trotskyism stood thoroughly discredited - 
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thoroughly bankrupt - and regarded as no more than an information bureau 
and anti-communist ally of impenalism - in particular during the US-led 
war of aggression against the Korean people, during which most Trotskyists, 
consumed by their genetical hatred of the Sovict Union, effectively sided 
with US nmperialism and against the forces of national liberation and social- 


ism. 


The cold war - impertalism’s response to the prestige of victorious 
socialism. 


The USSR’s successes im the collectivisation of agriculture, massive so- 
nology and culturc, with a continuously rising standard of living for the 
working class and the collective peasantry, and her crowning victory im the 
anti-fascist Great Patriotic War, with the resultant victory of People’s 
Democratic governments in Poland, Hungary, Czechoslovakia, Romania, 
Bulgaria and Albania, brought Soviet prestige to soaring point. It was this 
spectacie of triumphant, confident and advancing socialism that put the fear 
of God imto the hearts of the mperialist bourgeoisie and caused the latter, 
under the leadership of US imperialism which had cmerged from the war as 
the strongest imperialist power, to initiate the cold war, establish the NATO 
aggressive warmongering military alliance and re-arm West Germany as a 
member of this alliance. 

The NATO warmongers threatened the USSR with an economic bloc- 
kade and nuclear blackmail. But the USSR defied the blockade and mili- 
tary threats alike. It re-doubled its efforts to build its economy and destroy 
the US monopoly of the atom bomb. At the end of September 1949, in the 
same week as Comrade Mao Tse-tung proclaimed the People’s Republic of 
China and the success of the Chinese revolution, the world heard the deto- 
nation of the USSR’s first atom bomb. Even such a Trotskyite writer as 
Isaac Deutscher, whose hatred for Stalin is total and who never misses a 
chance of describing Stalm as “dull and dreary", is obliged to admit: 

"He [Staln] achieved some of his vital objectives. He resisted Western 
pressures firmly enough to deter any American design for spreading the war; 
and Soviet nuclear industry progressed by leaps and bounds and produced its 
first hydrogen bomb in 1953, shortly after the Americans had achieved the feat. 
The basic sectors of the Soviet economy, having reached their pre-war level of 
output in 1948-49, rose 50 per cent above in Stalin's last years. The moderni- 
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sation and urbanisation of the Soviet Union was accelerated. In the early fif- 
ies alone its urban population grew by about 25 millions. Secondary schools 
and universities were giving instruction to twice as many pupils as before 1940. 
Out of the wreckage of the worid war the foundations had been re-laid for Rus- 
sia’s renewed industrial and military ascendancy, which was presently to startle 
the world.” (Stalin, pp. 585-586). 

A few pages further down, Deutscher observes: 

* .- it is a fact that ‘Stalin found Russia with a wooden plough and left her 
equipped with atomic piles’ .. This summary of Stalin’s rule is, of course, a 
cibute to his achievernent.” (Ibid. p. 609). The words quoted by Deutscher 
are quoted from his own obituary of Stalin published im the Manchester 
Guardian of 6 March 1953. 

Of course, only the demented Trotskyites can argue that the above 
achievements took place automatically on the foundation of socialist 
property relations inherited from the October Revolution - not because of, 
but despite, the Icadership, as it were. No, such achicvements do not come 
without correct leadership. Onc has only to compare the leadership, the 
policies pursucd by the leadership, and the consequences and achicvements 
of those policies, in the USSR up to the mid-fifties with those of the Ieader- 
ship from the 20th Party Congress (1956) onwards until the August 1991 
coup resulting in the disintegration of the USSR to realise what a chasm 
divides the two penods. Even Roy Medvedev, no friend of Stahn’s and the 
author of the thoroughly anti-Stalm Let history judge, has been obliged to 
say. "Stalin found the Soviet Union in ruin and left it a superpower. Gor- 
bachev inherited a superpower and left it in ruin." 


Triumph of Khrushchevite revisionism and the resuscitation of 
Trotekyism 

Thus, in view of her gigantic achievements, which were the fruit of 
dogged persistence in following the Leninist path of socialist construction, 
working people treated with utter contempt the Trotskyist ravings against 
the USSR and its leadership. All this, however, changed with the tuumph 
of Khrushchevite revisionism in the CPSU after the death of Stahn. 
Khrushchevite revisionism could get nowherc in its desire to underminc so- 
cialism, reach an accommodation with imperialism, and start the long pro- 
cess on the road back to capitalism, unless it attacked the person who had, 
after the death of Lenin and in a bitter struggle for the victory of the Lenin- 


PREFACE +) | 


ist line on the question of socialist industrialisation and collectivisation, 
become the most representative spokesman of, and whose name was in- 
delibly and inextricably linked with, the building of socialism in the USSR, 
namely, Joseph Stalin. Hence Khrushchev’s attack on Stalin in his so-called 
secret report to the 20th Party Congress of the CPSU in 1956. With this at- 
tack on Stalin’s alleged personality cult’ - all, incidentally, in the name of 
Leninism and with the alleged purpose of returning to true Leninist norms - 
began the long political and economic process that brought forth ripe capi- 
talist fruit under the loving and tender care of Khrushchev’s last successor, 
Gorbachev. I cannot here go further into this question, with which I have 
dealt in greater detail in my Perestroika - the Complete Collapse of Revision- 
isyre. 

Khbrushchev’s attack on Stalin brought some retrospective credence to 
Trotskyist counter-revolutionary fulminations against the USSR from the 
mid-twenties onwards. As under the tutclage of Khrushchev and his succes- 
sors, the CPSU itself, as well as the revisionist parties in Europe and clse- 
where, really did begin to degencratc, the long-repeated Trotskyist 
jeremiads about the alleged Thermidor and degeneration gripping the 
CPSU from 1923 onwards came to acquire the semblance of plausibility. 


Trotekyism sides with every single counter-revolutionary 
movement. 


In the aftermath of the triumph of revisionism at the 20th Party Congress 
of the CPSU, and under its direct stimulus, bourgeois-nationalist tendencies 
within the working-class parties, acting in close coordination with the im- 
perialist agencies and broadcasting media as well as the church, came to the 
fore in some of the People’s Democracies. In a number of places - most 
notably Hungary - these led to countes-revolutionary uprisings. Everywhere 
in these upheavals directed against socialism and the rule of the working 
Class, the Trotskyites were, as was to be expected, on the side of imperial- 
ism, reaction, counter-revolution and clerico-fascism. The Xith World 
Congress of Trotskyites paid homage to the CIA-Vatican imspired and led 
Hungarian counter-revolution in the following glowing terms: 

"The Hungarian revolution of October-November 1956 went the farthest on 
the path of a fully-fledged antibureaucratic political revolution." (Imprecor, 
Nov. 1979). 

James Burnham, the American Trotskyist, and Trotsky’s trusted hench- 


S2 TROTSKYISM OR LENINISM? 


man until 1940, openly advocated, from 1950 onwards, the US policy of 
“liberation of captive nations” - a policy of destabilismg People’s Democ- 
racies in eastern Europe. 

Trotskyism and the Czechoslovak counter-revolution. 

When the extreme revisionists in Czechoslovakia, under the leadership 
of Dubcek, impatient with the slow speed of ’reform’ aimed at restoring a 
capitalist economy and a multi-party bourgeoss democracy, started the so- 
called Prague Spring, they cuphemistically declared that their aim was ‘Yo 
free Marxism from Stalinist and bureaucratic distortions" and to “formulate the 
humanist vocation of the communist movernent." The meaning of these ap- 
parently attractive slogans became all too clear during 1989, by which time 
the Equidation of the Communist Parties in Poland and Hungary, the dis- 
mantling of what remained of socialist planning of the economy im those 
countries, and the plunge info capitalism and bourgeots democracy, under 
the tender mercies of imperialism and its spiritual arm, the Vatican, had 
become obvious. Dubcek, in a letter to the Party leadership, pleaded with 
them not to condemn reforms im Poland and Hungary. So did his colleague, 
Jiri Pelikan, who called upon the “democratic movernent in western Europe 
[to] develop a dialogue with Solidamosc ... in Poland, with the Democratic 
Forum ... in Hungary, with Charter 77 ... in Czechosiovakia’, that ts, with the 
forces of capitalist restoration. Then, m 1968, as well as subsequently m the 
late 1980s and the beginning of the present decade, the Trotskyites, true to 
form, were to be found on the side of counter-revolution. 

The Trotskyist, Petr Uhl, was one of the most active membess of the 
anti-communist Charter 77. On 15 October 1988, the luminaries of Charter 
77 and other opposition groups signed a Manifesto of the Movement for 
Civil Liberty which, inter alia, demanded “economic and political pluralism,” 
freeing of business from "the yoke of centralised bureaucracy," “complete re- 
establishment of private enterprise in ... commerce, craft industry, small and 
medium business," and the integration of the Czech economy .. in a natural 
way with the world economy, based upon the international division of la- 
bour” - that is, a manifesto for the restoration of capitalism and bourgeois 
democracy. While declaring himself to be in sympathy with this manifesto 
of the velvet counter- revolution, Uhl did not judge it opportune to appcad 
his signature to it, even criticising it as “liberal democratic" and “totalitarian.” 
The conclusion? Instead of denouncing it and disassociating himself from 
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it, he welcomed the manifesto because of the inclusion in it of ‘the demand 
for workers’ control in the big firms," of the kind that abounds in the imperial- 
ist countries with its humbug of a share-owning democracy. 

After the success of the countes-revolution and the implementation of 
the above manifesto, Uhl stated: 

"One might discuss the extent to which Trotsky’s theory of the political tev- 
olution has been justified. I think that it is in Czechosiovakia that the reality is 
nearest to this theory.” 

He goes on to add by way of an explanation of this ’political revolution’ 
and the composition of this anti-communist coalition: "so long as people can 
say they are against ‘communism, Stalinisrn and bureaucracy, sen everybody 
is in agreernent” (Imprecor, no 304, 1990, p. 26). 

And further: "There were those who saw in Charter 77 a step in the direc- 
tion of political revolution - of whom I was one; others saw in it a means of 
propagating the word of Christ. It was a veritable laboratory of tolerance." 
(Imprecor no 300, 1990, p.8). 

Comrade Ludo Martens, Chairman of the Belgian Party-of Labour 
(PTB), in his book The Velvet Counter Revolution, which I recommend to 
any reader desiring a detailed account of these events, justly remarks m this 
regard: 

"To overthrow and destroy socialisrn (whether it be a strong and vigorous 
socialism or an eroded and sickly socialism), the clerico-fascists, reactionary 
nationalists, the agents of the CLA and social dernocrats all stick together and 
needless to say they show great ‘tolerance’ towards those pseudo-socialists who 
back up their political agitation with repeated quotations from Trotsky" about 
the so-called anti-bureaucratic, political revolution, which turns out, as it 
was always mcant, to be no more than another expression, wrapped up in 
left’ verbiage, for the simple restoration of capitalism. Thus has Trotskyism 
arrived at its "polifical revolution" against “Stalinist bureaucracy'!! 

The Belgian Trotskyist, Ernest Mandel, greeted the events of 12 January 
ee ee ee ee 
the Eastern counties to political life.” (Imprecor, no. 300, 1990, p8). The 
meaning of this meaningjess hyperbole was made clear by the sclfsame 
puffed-up and pompous Trotskyist gentry a mere ten months later, on 23 
November 1990: “According to Petr Uhl, there are probably only a few thou- 
sand, even a few hundred militants from Civic Forum at the regional and local 
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levei." 

Further: "The student movement, which largely inspired the events of No- 
vernber 1989, no longer exists." (Imprecor, no. 319, 1990, p.4). 

In Czechoslovakia, the “access to political life", over which Mandel waxes 
so lyrical, happened at a time when the masses were following the counter- 
revolutionary Civic Forum, under the leadership of Havel, a notorious CIA 
agem. This is what Pavel Pechacek, head of the Czech section of the CIA- 
financed Radio Free Europe, has to say in this instance: 

"We have always played an unportant role. According to the leader of the 
Student revolt in Bratislava, it was Radio Free Europe which lit the fuse. We 
are members of the new government, but who for years worked for us as inde- 
pendent correspondents." | 

These were the people - the Havels and Pechaceks - who “awakened the 
masses to political life" in Czechoslovakia. Knowing full well that the Civic 
Forum stood for restoration of capitalism, that Vaclav Klaus, head of the 
Civic Forum since October 1990 and one of the principal advisors to Havel, 
is not only on record expressing his admiration for Milton Friedman and 
Hayek, the two bourgeots economists most admired by Ronald Reagan and 
Margaret Thatcher, former President of the USA and former Prime Minis- 
ter of Britain respectively, but also his commitment to “a market economy, 
without qualification” - knowing all this Mandcl told a Belgian financial 
paper on 21 March 1990: 

"The transition to a completely western model is possible, but this is not the 
case in countries like the Soviet Union and Czechoslovalaa" (De Financieel 
Ekonomische Tijd, 21.3.90). 

Knowing all this, why did the Trotskyists go along with the Civic Forum? 
Their innate hatred of socialism and communism is the answer. This truth 
ts blurted out by the dim-witted Uhl, who explained that his support for the 
Civic Forum and Havel was motivated by a desire to get rid of the remnants 
of the socialist system! 


After several political somersaults and mental contortions, the Trot- 
skyist Uhl finally, and not unexpectedly, carved for himself a nice little niche 
in the new bourgeois Czech state, as the head of the Czech Press Agency, a 
position to which he was appointed im February 1990, from which to propa- 
gate the wonders of capitalist restoration and the “access to political life" set 
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in train by this restoration - ’anti-burcaucratic revolution’ if you like. 

From jabbering away about workezs’ control only the previous day, Uhl 
had lutle difficulty in getting on with the job of mforming the masses that 
the Czech state represents society: 

"It is generally understood that, if we depend on the State, we support the 
goverrmnent, which ts not exactly the case. Of course we must ‘respect’ the gov- 
ernment, but if there is a conflict, it would be up to a parliamentary committee 
to make a decision, because parliament represents the State more than the 
government does. Our task is to propagate news abroad about Czech society. 
This is the concern of the Czech State because it represents Czech society for 
the moment." (Imprecor, no. WA, 1990, p27). 

If this drivel amounts to anything at all it amounts to the worst form of 
parliamentary cretinism, according to which the Czech parliament and 
bourgeois Czech state are synonymous, and since, according to this Trot- 
skyist imbecile, the state represents society, it is “our task to propagate news 
abroad about Czech society.“!! This is the beginning and end, the sole 
meaning, of the much trumpeted Trotskyist “anti-bureaucratic, political rev- 
olution." Nothing could be clearer than this. 


The Belgian Trotskyiet Mandel and the French Trotskyist Broue 
crudely defend counter revolution 


Mandel, notorious for his anti-Marxism and vulgar economism, had for 
more than two decades held the view that in the absence of a violent 
counter-revolution capitalism could not be restored im the socialist coun- 
trics. Proceeding from this erroncous premise, he has all along advocated 
multi-party democracy (democracy for all). Simce, according to his reason- 
ing, there was no danger to socialism and the real enemy lay in "bureav- 
cracy, through multiparty democracy socalism would acquire a 
democratic character. Towards the end of 1989, in regard to the counter- 
revolutionary movement in Timisoara, which resulted in the overthrow and 
foul murder of Ceaucescu and his wife, Helena, Mandel surpassed even the 
lying imperialist media in denouncing the "hideous Stalinist crimes in Timis- 
oara” - crimes which turned out not to have been committed after all. The 
bourgeois media’s inflammatory figures of 70,000 to 100,000 dead in Timis- 
oara, and the horror stories about mass graves, turned out to be totally fab- 
ricated. The correction, of only 700 deaths, most at the hands of the army 
rather than the Securitate, was made im half-inch columns relegated to in- 
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side pages. 

In regard to the counter-revolutionary movement in the German Demo- 
cratic Republic Mandel declared: 

"I am delighted over what is happening in Berlin. The anti- socialist move- 
ment is really weak." Welcoming this ‘revofution," he went on to exclaim: 
"Everything Trotsky ever hoped for could now become reality." (Dans Hurno, 
21.12.89). 

In Trotskyist, as indeed im imperialist, circles, whereas Gorbachev, Yelt- 
sin and Trotsky are revolutionaries, Stalin and the Bolshevik Party that he 
led are counter-revolutionaries!! 

It is worth while reproducing the views of Mandel, considered to be the 
theoretician of the Trotskyist [Vth International, on the counter-revolution- 
ary programme of capitalist restoration embodied in Gorbachev's Perestroi- 
ka. During an interview he gave to a journalist of New Times, he was asked: 

"Is it not true that Mikhail Gorbachev stated that Perestroika is a tue new 
revolution 7” 

To which Mandel replied: "Yes, he does indeed and again this ts very 
positive. Our movernent has defended this thesis for 55 years and was there- 
fore labelled as counterrevolutionary. Today people, both in the Soviet Union 
and in a large part of the international communist movement, understand bet- 
ter where the real counterrevolutionaries were." (no. 38, 1990, French edition). 

Again, in the same Belgian financial paper already referred to, Mandel 
expresses himself on this question in the following terms: 

"The reformer Yeltsin represents the tendency which wants to reduce the gi- 
gantic state apparatus. Consequently he follows in Trotsky’s footsteps." (21 
March 1990). 

These wonderful admissions from the Trotskyist Mandel, for which we 
thank him heartily, only make our job of exposing Trotsky’s anti-commun- 
ism and anti-Bolshevism, casicr. For once, Mandel is absolutely correct. 
Gorbachev, Yeltsin and Trotsky do have the same ideological and political 
physiognomy - they all stand for capitalist restoration. 

This same despicable Mandel had carlier described the arch reactionary 
r.onarchist, Sakharov, as one of the "radical and progressive left" and the 
bourgeois-nationalist Sajudis of Lithuania as belonging to "the radical derno- 
cratic and nationalist popular movement"!! (Imprecor, no. 285, 3 April 1989). 
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Without exception, all the Trotskyists cverywhere supported the 
counter-revolutionary brainchild of the CLA and the Vatican, Solidarnosc im 
Poland, cheering its rise and accession to power - again m the name of Trot- 
sky’s “anti-bureaucratic political revolution’. 

The French Trotskyist Broué, already referred to, for his part applauds 
the counter-revolutionary movements of castern Europe which two years 
after the publication of his Trotsky came to head the capitalist-restorationist 
regimes, and correctly attributes to Trotsky the following version of ‘politi- 
cal revolution." 

"The demands appearing in these movernents of workers and youth recon- 
stitute those that defined the program of ‘political revolution’ as Trotsky 
sketched it: democracy, freedom for parties, destruction of the bureaucratic ap- 
paratus, ‘free’ trade unions, electoral freedom and the right of criticism, ending 
infringements on human rights, punishing those responsible for crimes, win- 
ning the dernocratic nights of speech, assernbly, demonstration, as well as the 
appearance of a free - and hence stimulating - press." (op. ait. p.943). 


The American Trotskyist ICL’s sophisticated defence of counter 
revolution 


Of course the correct and candid representation by Messrs Mandel and 
Broué of Trotsky’s “political revolution” against “Stalinist bureaucracy" is 
highly embarrassing to the Spartacists of the ICL, who are forever presen- 
ting a sanitised version of Trotskyism in an effort to gain for the latter some 
credibility in the eyes of progressive workers in order to be able to carry out 
all the more successfully the propagation of counter-revolutionary Trot- 
skyism and the theory of permanent hopclessness. That is why they fly into 
a rage against Mandel and Broué’s straightforward admissions of the simple 
truth. 

What is the ICL’s own position? While it may appear to an unwary or 
superficial observer that they defend the gains of socialism and socialist 
construction, and workers’ states, this is not the case. They are second to 
none im maligning the former socialist regimes, especially the Soviet regime 
from 1923 to 1953, which they have always denounced as "bureaucratic", 
needing to be overthrown by a ‘political revolution." In unguarded mo- 
ments, however, dropping their usual mask, they reveal the reactionary es- 
sence of their Trotskyist political line. In an article written in November 
1992 for the sole purpose of presenting a sanitiscd version of Trotskyism, 
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the truth lterally oozes out, despite themselves, in the following lines: 

"The idea that ‘socialism’ could be built in a single country (and a back- 
ward one at that), surrounded by imperialist enemies, is a nationalist perver- 
sion of Marxism. 

"Stalin’s dogma of ‘socialism in one country’ was the ideological afterbirth 
of a political counterrevolution which DEFEATED Leninist internationalisrn 
and brought to power a nationalist bureaucratic caste". 

Was the idea of socialism m a single country really a "nationalist perver- 
ston of Marxism,” was it really “Stalin’s dogma" and “the ideological afterbirth 
of a political counterrevolution which defeated Leninist internationalism and 
brought to power a nationalist bureaucratic caste"? If what Spartacist says is 
true, would it be worth while for them, or for anyone else, to defend the 
gains of this “nationalist perversion"? The Spartacists of the ICL only had to 
ask this question to realise that they were giving away their whole game, of 
appearing to defend socialism in words while undermming it in deeds. Are 
the Spartacists really so ignorant of Lenin’s writings as not to realise that 
this “nationalist perversion” of socialism in one country was not “Stalin's 
dogyna," but Lenm’s? He and he alone must get the credit (or discredit) for 
the authorship of this "dogma’. The Spartacists ought not to be so ignorant, 
for they claim that they are Leninists and make the same claim for their 
guru, Trotsky. Let them then read Lenin’s 1916 article Military Programme 
of Proletarian Revolution, and his article on cooperation at the begining of 
1923, just as Trotsky was writing his anti-Leninist, countcr-revolutionary 
pamphlet New Course. And let them read the following lines taken from 
Lenin’s 20th November 1922 speech to the Moscow Soviet: 

“We have approached the very core of the everyday problems, and that is a 
trernendous achievernent. Socialisrn is no longer a matter of the distant future, 
or an abstract picture, of an icon. Our opinion of icons is the sarne - a very 
bad one. WE HAVE BROUGHT SOCIALISM INTO EVERYDAY LIFE 
and must here see how matters stand. That is the task of our day, the task of 
our epoch. Permit me to conclude by expressing confidence that difficul as 
this task may be, new as it may be compared with our previous task, and 
numerous as the difficulties may be that it entails, we shail all - not in a day, 
BUT IN A FEW YEARS - all of us together fulfil it whatever the cost, SO 
THAT NEP RUSSIA WILL BECOME SOCIALIST RUSSIA." (V.L Lenin, 
Collected Works, Vol 33 p. 443 - Emphasts added). 


After this, if the Spartacists have the courage of their convictions, they 
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ought to accuse Lenin of the "dogma" they attempt to pin on Stalin's shirt 
sleeve; they ought to lay the blame for this “nationalist perversion" at the 
doorstep of Lenin rather than depositing it at Stalin’s. 


SWP Trots welcome the demise of communism 


The largest British Trotskyist organisation, the Socialist Workers Party 
(SWP), having cheered every counter-revolutionary movement in eastern 
Europe from the CIA-Vatican inspired Hungarian uprising to the capitalist- 
restorationist Solidarnosc and the Civic Forum in Czechoslovakia, greeted 
with frenzied glee the demise of socialism in the USSR. Its organ, Socialist 
Worker, declared joyfully: “Cornmmunism has collapsed. Now fight for real so- 
cialism." (31 August 1991). It went on to cheer the toppling of the statues of 
Sverdlov, Dzerzhinsky, and other ‘former Communist Party icons", it even 
considered it opportune to carry a picture of the statue of the great Lenin 
down and to declare "Communisrn has collapsed... It is a fact that should 
have every socialist rejoicing.“ 

The SWP went as far as to argue that Yeltsin’s victory had brought "the 
workers of the USSR closer to the spirit of the socialist revolution of 1917, not 
further from it." 

Well, since the Berlin wall came down on 9 November 1989, what has 
this "death of communism’ and the fight for ’real socialism’ brought in its 
trail? Exactly what imperialism had been desinng and working for over de- 
cades. Exactly what every intelligent observer, not consumed by anti-com- 
munist hate, expected it to be. The market forces have been let loose over 
the unhappy peoples of eastern Europe and the former USSR. Everywhere 
there is rising unemployment, contraction of production, catastrophic rates 
of inflation, national strife, rising racism, anti-semitism and fascism, in- 
creased crime, drug trafficking, prostitution, black market and hunger. 
There has been an astronomic nse in the prices of basic necessities such as 
food, accommodation, electricity and clothing. In other words, all the free- 
doms have been unleashed that are associated with a free market economy 
and the Trotskyite “political revolution" against "Stalinist bureaucracy." 

In the former German Democratic Republic, for instance, between the 
beginning of 1990 and the end of 1991, the economy contracted by 20% as 
entire industries were shut down. In the first half of 1990, industrial output 
fell by a huge 40%; im the second half of the same year by another 40%! By 
the spring of 1991, a third of East Germans had either lost their jobs or were 
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put on short time. From 270,000 in July 1990, unemployment jumped to 1 
million by the end of 1991 and 1.5 million in 1992. 

In Poland, 2 milion workers, representing 15% of the workforce, are un- 
employed, and, while real wages have fallen by 30%, the cost of living has 
risen by 40%. 

The picture is the same in Hungary and Czechoslovakia, where indus- 
trial production has fallen by a fifth. 

In the USSR, which had a giant economy before 1985, industrial produc- 
tion is down by 40% since then; the rate of inflation stands at a staggering 
2,500%; the currency is in ruin, with the rouble, which used to have a value 
higher than the US dollar, now having a rate of exchange of 800 roubles to 
the dollar (March 1993). 


The same goons of the SWP who with such lurid delight greeted the 
"death" of “communism” as the beginning of the fight for ‘real socialism’, two 
years later on bemoan, in the manner of innocent virgins, the fact that the 
changes are hurting the workers. Wniting in the Socialist Worker of 9 No- 
vember 1991, they say: 

"Wealth, freedom, democracy - This, the media claimed, was the future for 
east Germany as the Berlin Wall carne down on 9 November 1989. 

“In the weeks which followed Czechoslovaks, Bulgarians and Romanians 
threw off their Stalinist rulers too. Poles and Hungarians increased the press- 
ure for reform. 

"Two years on and those same politicians, commentators and pundits are 
silent. Not one of their predictions has come true, none shows any prospect of 
coming true. 

" the market economy has not led to prosperity, sunply deepened the 
misery." 

On the contrary. Every prediction of bourgeois politicians and media 
has come true. Capitalism 1s beimg restored, and this process, as was known 
to everyone (including the dim-witted Trotskyists whose “antibureaucratic 
political revolution” against "Stalinism" and "the command economy’, shorn 
of all its ‘left’ verbiage, amounted to this capitalist restoration), can only 
take place amid misery and ruin for the masses of workers and an extraordi- 
nary enrichment of the few. The movement imvolving the demolition of all 
central planning and the introduction of private property cannot but express 
itself in shocks, jolts and dislocation, which are hurting the working class of 
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che former socialist states. 

It is indeed the SWP gurus who, if they had any sense of shame and a 
grain of socialism in them, ought to be quict at the very least, since it is their 
darlings, Lech Walesa and his Solidarnosc in Poland, Havel and his Civic 
Forum in the Czech Republic, Boris Yeltsin nm Russia, ctc., all leaders of the 
Trotskyist "anti- bureaucratic revolution", who are introducing the wonders 
of democracy’ and the ’free market’. Instead of wiscly keeping quiet, So- 
cialist Worker, having summarised the results of introduction of the market 
economy in eastern European countries, goes on mildly to complain: 

“Yet this, and the misery being suffered in east Germany and Poland, has 
not stopped Russia’s President Boris Yeltsin proposing a programme of rapid 
and widespread privatisation and the quick removal of food and rent sub- 
sidies.° 

But it would appear that they are not happy with the results as yet, for 
they believe that the newly established bourgeois regimes have not been 
thorough enough in destroying all the traces, instruments and institutions 
connected with the previous regimes in the former socialist states: 

“And not a week goes by without revelations proving the hated Stasi, the Se- 
curitate, the Hungarian AVO and all the other riff raff which once enforced the 
Stalinist regimes, are still around"! 

The above sentence, apart from revealing that thei hatred ts most 
reserved for the socialist regimes, is also a clever attempt to fool the simple 
Simons, who swell the rank and file of Trotskyist organisations everywhere 
and who have a weakness for catchphrases, into believing that the former 
regimes in eastern Europe were Stalinist, ie., Leninist. In the preface of my 
book Perestroika, The Complete Collapse of Revisionism, referring m thts 
context to the Trotskyites, revisionists and social democrats, I said: 

"This revolting gentry - in particular the counter- revolutionary Trotskyites - 
have been gloating with deliriurn over the alleged collapse, in Eastern Europe 
and the USSR, of Stalinism. Just the contrary. What has collapsed is revision- 
isrn, and its inevitable degeneration into ordinary capitalism. What is called 
‘Stalinism’ by these despicable creatures is only Leninisrn in practice. When 
Leninism was practised in the USSR, as it undoubtedly was during the three 
decades of Stalin's leadership of the CPSU, it achieved worid- historic feats on 
all fronts - economic, social, cultural, diplomatic and military - which is pre- 
cisely the reason why the very name of Stalin has become the target of so rruch 
abuse on the part of the bourgeoisie and its ‘hired prize-fighters’. So what has 


62 TROTSKYISM OR LENINISM? 


collapsed is revisionism, even though in order to confuse the proletariat, the sly 
and yet unthinking and uncouth Trotskyites, using the word ‘Stalinism’ as a 
swear word rather than as a political characterisation, have been applying it to 
the very revisionists who entertain mortal hatred of Stalin." (pp. viii-ix). 

In the end when ail is said and done, Socialist Worker is well satisfied 
with the achievements of the counter-revolution in eastern Europe, and 
ends with the following smug, not to say smutty, conclusion: 

"What Socialist Worker said in Novernber 1989 remains true today: ‘what is 
really wonderful about the sew movements in castern Europe is they raise the possibility of 
& society which is better, freer and more democratic than that which exists cast or west at 
the moment’.” 

In other words, what a wonderful thing it was to have replaced the for- 
the consequences of which Mr Alan Gibson, the writer of this article in So- 
cialist Worker, so dementedly and im such self- annihbilatory a manner, be- 
moans! 

The same SWP, which in August 1991 had with great counter-revol- 
utionary zeal declared that Yeltsin’s victory had brought "the workers of the 
USSR closer to the spirit of the socialist revolution of 1917", now declares, 
through the column of the despicable John Molyneux, that “it is precisely the 
viciously anti-working class nature of Yeltsin's free market ‘reform’ that makes 
him aspire to dictatorial powers in order to iunpose his programme. Conse- 
quently no socialist should now support Yeltsin.” (Socialist Worker, 10 Apmil 
1993, "Russia: should we take sides?") 

Such is the logic of the counter-revolutionary gentry of the SWP: sup- 
port for Yeltsin’s counter-revolution in August 1991 on the pretext that his 
victory brought the USSR proletariat "closer to the spirit of the socialist revol- 
ution of 1917" and opposition to Yeltsin in April 1993 for his attempt to put 
into effect the declared programme of the very counter-revolution over 
which the SWP waxed so cloquent!! 

Nothing could reveal better the hideous social-democratic face of the 
SWP than the fact that the same Socialist Worker, winch felt elated at the 
death of communism, suffered a deep"depression® and ‘post-election demor- 
alisation” in the wake of the fourth consecutive electoral rout of the Labour 
Party. Bleated the Socialist Worker. "The election result was a disaster for 
everyone who wants a better society." 
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The crudity of SWP’s defence of capitalism and its represcntatives com- 
pelled even the Spartacists of the ICL, another countes-revolutionary Trot- 
skyite organisation, to make the following correct observation: 

"An organisation [i.c. the SWP - HB] which found a cause 'that should have 
every socialist rejoicizg’ in the victory of Yeltsm’s counter-revolutionary forces 
that have brought povesty, mass unemployment and miscry to the masses of 
the former Sovict Union, while finding a causc to make ‘socialists’ sob in the 
defeat of Neil Kinnock’s scab-herding Labour traifors, obviously has a 
pretty twisted weathervanc...” (Workers Harmer July/August 1993). 

And further down m the same article, contimuc the ICL: "Capstelist 
counter-revolution in Eastern Europe and the Soviet Union has meant untold 
misery for the working masses of those countries - poverty, homelessness and 
starvation - and made an onslaught of bloody nationalist fratricide. Europe - 
East and West - faces massive unemployment, the ominous rise of anti-Sermni- 
tisrn, racist and fascist terror, atlacks on women’s rights. Now that the uni- 
ruling classes are trying to tighten the screws of explottation on the proletariat 
at "horne’. At the same time, they try to sell the lie to the working class and op- 
pressed that communism is dead’, that any attempt to overthrow this systern of 
exploitation and oppression is condemned in advance, useless, even: criminal. 

"The SWP presents itself as a fighting alternative. If there were any justice in 
this world, these Third Camp renegades should feel ashamed to even try to 
show their face in public! From Poland to East Germany to Moscow, they 
were among the forernost cheerleaders for the forces of counter revolution that 
are now devastating Eastern Europe and the ex-Soviet Union. While most of 
the rest of the left followed suit, howling along with the unperialist wolves in 
championing any and every anti-Soviet ‘movement’, the SWP not only sup- 
ported some of the darkest forces of reaction but offered thern as a model for 
the struggle against Stalinist totalitarianisrn’. 


"So, for example, following the Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan, the 
any shred of social progress in that country in blood. Soaalist Worker (4 Fe- 
bruary 1989) enthused that a "Mojahedin victory will encourage the oppo- 
nents of Russian rule everywhere in the USSR and Eastern Europe’! By 
rights the SWP should now be pleased that just such ’opponcats of Russian 
rule’, ie. vidous nationalist reactionaries, fascist terrorists, women-hating 
clericalists, have been unleashed by capitalist counterrevolution.” (ibid.). 
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The SWP may be organised independently, but in terms of its pro- 

and political and ideological ohvs; t is indistinguishable 

from the social-democratic Labour Party - as indeed are all Trotskyite or- 

ganisations, who cverywhere act as an anti-commumnist militant wing of so- 
cial democracy. 

The hypocrisy of SWP’s fake anti-Labour stance is exposed by another 
Trotskyite, Sean Matgamna. Writing in the Socialist Organiser of 19 Novem- 
ber 1992, from a perspective which would have the SWP within the Labour 
Party to help build the ‘left’ within it, this is how he tears the mask of false 
anti-Labourism from the hideous face of the SWP: 

“In the 1979 General Election the SWP while proclaiming itself ‘the social- 
ist altemnative’ to the Labour Party, declined to put up candidates, backed the 
Labour Party! ... It fell to Foot, in a much-quoted interview in the London 
Eveaing Standard, to express the SWP’s dualism, the approach which left the 
political labour movement to the right wing, in all its crassness. He said: "For 
the next three weeks I am a strong Labour supporter. I am very anxious that 
a Tory government shouldn't be returned, and | shall be going around to 
mectings we are having telling everyone to vote Labour’ (9 April 1979)." 

Concludes Mr Matgamna: “In his role of SWP ambassador to the bour- 
geoisie and the media, Foot often blurts out the truth about the SWP’s politics, 
without the usual ’socialist’ obfuscation and phrasemongering. Michael Foot’s 
nephew Paul is thus a useful man to have around." 


The Healyite Trotskyites detect Trotsky’s line and welcome 
Gorbachev's Perestroika 


The late and unlamented child molester and recipient of funds from a 
wide variety of sources ranging from the Arab regimes to the CIA for his 
lifelong devotion to the cause of anti-communism and anti-Sovictism, name- 
ly the Trotskyite Gerry Healy of the old and notorious Socialist Labour 
League (SLL), welcomed Gorbachev's perestroika and glasnost as “the politi- 
cal revolution for restoring Bolshevik world revolutionary perspectives." Since 
the collapse of the Soviet Union and its disintegration, Healy’s followers, 
the Redgrave Trots of the so-called Marxist Party, have gone on to blacken 
all Soviet development and history by asserting that Lenin had been wrong 
throughout and that Rosa Luxemburg’s denunaaation of Lenin as a “sterile 
overseer” aiming at "blind subordination" to "an intellectual elite hungry for 
power” through “pitiless centralisrn" was correct. 
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With the disappearance of the former socialist states and the coming to 
power of bourgeois regimes, the Trotskyites are at sixes and sevens as to 
how to explain away their wretched theory of “anti-bureaucratic political rev- 
olution". As a result they are at cach other’s throats. The other offshoots of 
Healy’s lunatic fringe, the Northites and Torrancites, are m convulsions 
over this. The Northites simply pass the buck on to Trotsky who, they say, 
got it wrong for there was nothing left with which to have a revolution: 


"What was destroyed between 1936 and 1940 was not only the flower of 
Marasm but its roots. 

"It doesn't detract anything frorn Trotsky’s work to say that he sumply could 
not have known, even when he was writing his denunciations of the Moscow 
Trials, the scale of the bloodbath that was taking place in the USSR." 


This can mean one of two things: either that socialism had ceased to 
exist and capitalism had been restored by the end of the 1930s, in which 
case, the Northites appear to be arguing Trotsky ought to have then de- 
nounced the Sovict regime far more vehemently than he actually did; alter- 
natively it could mean that the workers’ state, albeit a ’distorted’ onc, 
continued to exist in the USSR but that after the Moscow treason trials 
there was no ’revolutionary vanguard’ left capable of effecting the Trotskyist 
*political revolution’, and that therefore the ’overthrow of the bureaucracy’ 
could only lead to the establishment of capitalism, to which end the. Trot- 
skyists, with their theory of ’political revolution’ have worked all these years. 
In this case, Trotsky was also wrong in advocating his "political revolution’ 
thereby leading his followers up the blind alley which leads to capitalist res- 
toration. Whichever way one looks at the above Northite quotation, one 
comes to the conclusion that these gentry are as much af sca in explaining 
the momentous developments in the USSR as they are at home with Trot- 
skyist gobbledygook. 

From the anti-Soviet defeatism, hidden by veritable phrasemongering 
and a pretended belief in the chimerical "an#i-bureaucratic political revol- 
ution®, the Northite Trots pass over without any difficulty to the following 
unreserved and absolute defeatism, characterising the whole period from 
October 1917 onwards as one of unmitigated disaster: 


"We should avoid using phrases that become hackneyed from over-use; but 
in this case it can truly be said that we have come to the end of an entire his- 
torical period that was opened in 1917’. 

Their rivals, from the Torrance faction of Trots, the Newsline Workers’ 
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Revolutionary Party (WRP) rump, do not like the Northite ‘explanation’ 
whose utter defeatism greatly embarrasses them. In an attempt to gain 
some credibility for Trotskyism and overcome doubts even among the Trot- 
skyist rank and file as to whether their guru Trotsky’s theory of "political rev- 
olution” and his lifetime spent in anti-Soviet activity ever contained an iota 
of progressive, let alone revolutionary, content, the Torrancites come down, 
Mandel fashion, in favour of characterising the counter-revolutionary devel- 
opments in the former USSR and castern Europe as "revolutionary" in na- 
ture. Deriding the Northites, the Torrancites wnite: 

“The comic side of all this is that since the bureaucracy is the ‘determining 
force’, if the so-called 'military industrial complex’ were to overthrow Yeltsin, 
reinstating the USSR, then no doubt North would have to declare that the 
USSR was once again a workers state. He would have to say "Thank god for 
the Stalinist bureaucracy’.” 

Thus we find one section of Trots (the Northites) blaming Trotsky for 
not being firm cnough in his fulminations against the Soviet Union, thereby 
misleading his followers into the blind alley of supporting an allegedly wor- 
kers’ state in need of political revolution, when, say the Northites, socialism 
had already been destroyed and therefore there was nothing left against 
which to have a revolution. The other section (Torrancites) exonerate 
themselves from all responsibility for lifelong anti-Soviet and anti-commun- 
ist activity by pretending that the counter revolution has not taken place at 
all, that Yeltsin represents the "political revolution", which, in the course of 
time, will "restore Bolshevism." 


Some other Trots 


For its part, the Trotskyist rag Socialist Organiser, referred to immedi- 
ately above, exulted over the victory of the Yeltsin forces thus: "His brave 
defiance of the Stalinist establishment will help workers to see what the issues 
are - an opening society, with the beginnings of the rule of law and some degree 
of democratic self-control, on one side, and stifling ice-age Stalinist dictator- 
ship on the other.” (SO Supplement, 20 August 1992). 

The ’Militant’ Trotskyites were no less despicably shameless in welcom- 
ing the Yeltsin counter-revolution: “All over the worid workers will see this as 
people's power reducing the threat of dictatorship to a poorly scripted farce. 
Every dictator will temble at the prospect of his own subjects talang such ac- 
tion." 
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"Workers Power’, yet another Trotskyist outfit, being fully cognisant of 
the “socially counter-revolutionary nature of Yeltsin’s programme” and the 
“spivs and racketeers" who supported him, nevertheless felt obliged to back 
Yeltsin: "No matter what the socially counter-revolutionary nature of Yeltsin’s 
Programme, no matter how many spivs and racketeers joined the barricades to 
defend the Russian parliament, it would be revolutionary suicide to back the 
coup-mongers and support the crushing of dernocratic rights ... 

“It is far better that the fledgling workers’ organisations of the USSR learn 
to swim against the stream of bureaucratic restorationism than be huddled in 
the ‘breathing space’ of the prison cell." 

Looking forward with great enthusiasm ‘to the next stage - the task of 
rapidly disrnantling the instrurnents of central planning" (Workers Power, Sep- 
tember 1991), "Workers’ Power’, reducing its counter-revolutionary logic to 
an absurdity, calls for “workers control" of the counter-revolution! - for a 
“workers Yeltsin” who will not stop half way: 

“Revolutionaries share the workers’ hatred for all the real and symbolic rep- 
resentatives of their oppression. We support the closing down of the palatial 
CPSU offices, private shops and sanatoria, the rooting out of the KGB officers. 
But we put no trust in Yeltsin or the leadership of the main soviets in the chief 
towns and cities to carry out the destruction of the Stalinist dictatorship. 


"We seek at every point to involve the masses independently in the process 
Of the destruction of the CPSU dictatorship ... 

"The workers must control the process of destruction of the Stalinists 
through to the end and not let Yeltsin preserve what is useful to hun." 

Like the Socialist Organiser, it - Workers Power - too was fully aware of 
the forces supporting Yeltsin. Its on the spot report stated that those man- 
ning the Yeltsin barricades “were not, for the most part, the most audacious 
workers and students of Moscow," adding: 

“Rather they were in the majority srnall businessmen, speculators and 
owners of ['free enterprise’] co-operatives, the traditional base of the [Russian 
nationalist] ‘Democratic Russia’ demonstrations, plus a few hundred young 
enthusiasts. While there have been reports of strike action and mass mobilisa- 
tions in other parts of the USSR, in Moscow at least the worlang class played 
ttle part in the resistance to the coup". 

There are, of course, innumerable other Trotskyist groups of which 
nothing at all has here been said. It is not, however, cither possible or 
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necessary or cven desirable to make reference to all of them, for they repre- 
sent no morc than variations on themes already encountered in the brief 
sketch given above of the major Trotskyist tendencies. What unites them 
all, however, is that they arc all Trotskyists. They are, therefore, all counter- 
revolutionary to their finger tips - not out of a desire to be so, but because 
they cannot help being counter-revolutionaries for as long as they follow 
Trotsky’s petty-bourgeois, pessimistic and counter-revolutionary theory of 
*permanent revolution’. 


The bankruptcy of Trotekyiem and the triumph of socialism 


The events of the last few years, which have overwhelmed castern Eu- 
rope and the USSR, have not only proved the utter bankruptcy of Khrush- 
chevife revisionism but also exposed, if such exposure was ever required, 
the thoroughly counter-revolutionary nature of Trotskyism. These cvents 
have proved beyond doubt the inner affinity, notwithstanding the differen- 
ces in form, of revisionism and Trotskyism. Khrushchevite revisionism, right 
in form and m essence, was aiming, through the Communist Party, for the 
same aim of restoring capitalism in the USSR and other cast European 
countries that Trotskyism, "left? in form and right in essence, had been at- 
tempting ever since the twenties through the so-called "anti-bureaucratic rev- 
olution." This affinity, and the proof in practice in a most vivid form of the 
counter-revolutionary essence of revisionism and Trotskyism, ought to fa- 
cilitate the task of exposing and fighting both these counter-revolutionary 
trends. 


We are, however, passing through a time of ideological decay, confusion, 
disintegration and wavering - a time when renegacy and apostasy are the 
order of the day. With the complete collapse of Khrushchevite revisionism, 
the disintegration of the USSR and the cast European socialist regimes, as 
well as the hquidation of the revisionist parties elsewhere, the Trotskyists 
can yet again be cxapected to come forward and say: "We told you so. Trot- 
sky was correct m asserting that socialism could not be built in a single 
country, etc.’ Our task ts to refute this nonsensical and counter-revolution- 
ary chatter. The collapse of the USSR, far from proving the correctness of 
Trotskyism, actually smashes it to smithercens. What it proves is that had 
Trotskyism (or Bukharinism for that matter) been put ito effect in the 
USSR in the mid-twenties, the latter would have collapsed much cartier, 
more than six decades ago. The CPSU, however, rejecting Trotskyism and 
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Bukharinism, went on to construct socialism and a mighty Soviet state - a 
bastion and a beacon of socialism whose epic achievements in war and 
peace, whose heroic feats in all spheres of social development, economic, 
educational, artistic, military and scientific; whose superhuman endeavours 
to build a new society based not on the exploitation of one human being by 
another but on the basis of the law of balanced development of the national 
economy for the satisfaction of the constantly-rising needs of the popula- 
tion, a society based on fraternal cooperation and not on national strife and 
racism, a society based on sex equality not on sex discrimination; whose ti- 
tanic struggle against, and crowning victories over, Hitlerite Germany - vic- 
tories which freed humanity from the scourge of fascism - brought socialism 
to eastern Europe and imparted a tremendous impulse to the national libe- 
ration movements thereby weakening imperialism; and whose unstinting 
support to the revolutionary proletarian and national-liberation wars clse- 
where, whose proletarian internationalism, will continue to inspire humanity 
in its endeavour to get rid of all exploitation and achieve a classicss com- 
munist society through the dictatorship of the proletariat. 


Trotskyism or Leninism? 


In this period of ideological confusion, the Trotskyites are bound to 
come forward with scraps of pompous, high-sounding, empty, obscure and 
bombastic catchphrases which confuse the intelligentsia and non-class-con- 
scious workers, in an attempt to fill the ideological vacuum and to pass off 
Trotskyism as Leninism. They are bound to make yet another attempt to 
substitute Trotskyism for Leninism. They must not be allowed to do this. 
Every Marxist-Leninist, every class-conscious worker, must play his or her 
part in frustrating this attempt and in ensuring that it fails as miserably as 
did all similar attempts in the past. 

It is by way of a contribution to frustrating this attempt to substitute 
Trotskyism for Leninism that this book 1s presented. The author secks no 
other reward than thc fulfilment of this aim. The choice is straightforward: 
either counter-revolutionary Trotskyism or revolutionary Leninism. One or 
the other. Trotskyism or Leninism? 


A few words about this book 


Finally, a few words as to the material which constitutes this book. Parts 
I to IV are based on a series of lectures which I delivered tn London at the 
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invitation of the Association of Communist Workers (ACW), an anti-revi- 
sionist group which, although small in numbers, played a very important 
role in defending the fundamentals of Marnsm-Leninism against attacks 
from Trotskyists and revisionists alike. Originally these pages were dis- 
tributed as a series of four separate pamphlets under the title Some Ques- 
tions Conceming the Souggle of Counter- Revolutionary Trotskyism Against 
Revolutionary Leninism. The pages dealing with the Spanish Civil War 
(Part V) were never produced at the time. Since then, on the basis of some 
of the notes that I had at my disposal and further research on her part, my 
comrade and friend Ella Rule wrote this section and presented it as a paper 
to the deliberations of the Stalin Society on 24th March, 1991. The sections 
dealing with the question of collectivisation and class struggle under the 
conditions of the dictatorship of the proletariat were both written by way of 
a preface to collections of Stalin’s writings on these two important ques- 
tions. These too appeared as separate pamphlets, the one on collectivisa- 
tion in 1975 and that on class struggle in 1973. In this last pamphlet, the 
section dealing with the German-Soviet Non-Aggression Pact has been 
much expanded to include substantiating evidence which was not in the 
original pamphlet. Now that this Pact has come in for renewed cniticism, I 
have decided to include this material. Also, I have updated the text to take 
account of works which have been published since the original material was 
produced, or have come to my notice since that time. From the context, and 
the dates of the publications referred to, the reader will have little difficulty 
in spotting the new matenial. 


These last two publications were necessitated by a stream of attacks on 
the Marxist-Leninist policies of the CPSU(B) during the leadership of 
Stalin (1924-53) from individuals and organisations who called themselves 
anti-revisionist and, therefore, by definition ought to have been opposed to 
revisionism as well as Trotskyism. What these people were putting forth in 
practice, however, was something incredibly confused and incredibly reac- 
tionary - in many cases merely a rehash of Trotsky’s propositions. Their 
writings were characterised by a mixture of erroncous platitudinousness cnd 
ignorant arrogance. The British anti-revisionist movement of those days re- 
ally did go in for a considerable amount of “sublime nonsense", to borrow 
Engels’ expression, producing several personages who gave themselves airs 
about the science of Marxism-Leninism of which they really never learnt a 
word. 


In the 1870s, in the preface to his Anti-Diihring, Engels complained bit- 
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terly about the ‘infantile disease” which was then afflicting a large section of 
the German intelligentsia, including a section of the socialist intelligentsia, 
where “Freedom of science is taken to mean that people write on every subject 
which they have not studied and put this forward as the only strictly scientific 
method." 

This “infantile disease” was rampant among a large section of the 1970s 
anti-revisionist movement and its fellow travellers, causing great confusion. 
Again, at the invitation of the ACW, I edited the two collections of Stalin’s 
writings on the subjects referred to above, provided each collection with a 
lengthy preface with the purpose of refuting the sublime nonsense and plati- 
tudes of our opponents who, possessing but little knowledge of the science 
of Marxism-Leninism but a goodly amount of conceit and ignorance, were 
dishing out, in the name of Marxsm, a great deal of muddled and reaction- 
ary nonsense. Since this reactionary nonsense came from quarters at least 
nominally anti-revisionist, it had to be dealt with. 

A long time has passed since the contents of this book were first publish- 
ed in the form of six separate pamphlets. Some of the persons polemicised 
against have either died or retired, or have simply, and wisely, retreated into 
the little bourgeois niches they have carved for themselves. Equally, some 
of the organisations have either gone into voluntary liquidation or faded 
into political oblivion. Yet others are no longer recognisable as they have 
changed their names once or more often (this being especially true of the 
Trotskyite organisations). None of this matters in the least. What is really 
important are the issues and questions which were then, and show every 
sign of becoming now or in the future, the subject of heated arguments and 
polemics. In that case all we need to do is to remove the name of the person 
or organisation while using the substance of the argument against those who 
might insist on putting out nonsense of the type which was put forward by 
the people I polemicised against two decades ago. Moreover those against 
whom I polemicised are insignificant today, or were perhaps insignificant 
even at that time. But similar nonsense has come from quarters far more 
significant, whose word carries weight, influence and authority. It is my 
hope that my polemics against my opponents will have the desired effect of 
countering equally pernicious nonsense from these high quarters. 

Originally, when the contents of this book were distributed as separate 
pamphlets, cach pamphlet was provided with an introduction, so that each 
could be read on its own if so desired. That form is maintained in the book 
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now presented. This ought to make it easier for the reader to read different 
sections of the book in any preferred order. I have deliberately provided a 
rather lengthy preface in order, first, to bring the text up to date by includ- 
ing a bricf reference to the demise of socialism in the USSR and castern 
Europe, as a culmination of a long process of revisionist theory and practice 
m the fields of politics, political economy, class struggle and philosophy, all 
set in train by the triumph of Khrushchevite modern revisionism at the 20th 
Party Congress of the CPSU in 1956; second, to provide more evidence of 
the thoroughly counter-revolutionary nature of Trotskyism by reference to 
the response of present-day leading Trotskyite organisations and individuals 
to the restoration of capitalism in eastern Europe; and finally to provide to 
all the matters dealt with in this book a degree of coherence which, being 
originally issued as separate pamphlets, they perhaps did not possess. 

It has been decided, also, to provide three appendices - one on what has 
come to be called Lenin’s Testament, another on the relations between 
Trotsky and the imperialist press and another on the murder of Trotsky by 
one of his own followers. As they are self-explanatory, there is no nced to 
say anything about them here. 


With these words I conclude this preface by expressing the hope that it 
will make for a useful contribution, no matter how small, in the struggle 
against Trotskyism and revisionism, and in defence of the eternally true 
propositions of Marxism-Leninism. I make no pretensions to any originality 
whatsoever in writing this book. What I have to say in it will be common 
knowledge to the older generation of Manast-Leninists. But, to our shame, 
knowledge of what ought to be generally-known truths is becoming less and 
less with the younger generation. We meet young comrades who want to 
join the movement and help with our work. What are we going to do with 
these comrades? I answer this question in the following words of Stalin’s: “J 
think that systernatic reiteration and patient explanation of the so-called ’gener- 
ally-known' truths is one of the best methods of educaung these comrades in 
Marxism." (Stalin, Economic Problems of Socialism in the USSR, FLPH 
Peking, p.9). 

If I have succeeded in correctly and systematically reiterating at least 
some of the so-called ’generally-known’ truths in this book, I shall consider 
myself entirely satisfied with the enterprise involved. 


Harpal Brar, 21 July 1993 


PREFACE 3 


1; Otnevists: an opportunist group formed in the RSDLP in 1908. It was ied by A Bogsanow. 
Prom behiad a screen of revolutionary verbiage, the Otsevists demanded the recall of the So- 
cial-Democratic deputies from the Third Duma (Czarist pariiament) and the cessation of 
the rampage the Party had to confine itself to Hicgal work. 

This would have isolated the Party from the masses and turned it into a sectarian organisation 
incapable of mustering the forces for another revolutionary upsurge. 

Lenin showed that the views of the Otsevisés were incoasisient, uaprincipied and hostiic to 
Marxiam. At a confereace of an extcaded editorial board of the Bolshevik acwspaper, Prele- 
tay, in June 1909, a resolution was passed to the cflect that “es a cieas-cai trend in the 
RSDLP Belsheviem has nothing is commen with Otsovisun or eltimestesnioms” (a varicty of 
Otzovism). A Bogdanov, the Oteevist leader, was expelied from the Bolshevik Party. 

2 Liguidaters: representatnes of an opportunist tread m the RSDLP during the period of 
reaction from 1907-1912. The Meansheviks were utterly demoralised by the dcfeat of the revol- 
ution of 1905-7. They wanted the disbandment of illegal Party organizations and the cessation 
of underground revolutionary activity. Their aim was to laquidate the revolstinaary Party of 
Class to come to terms with the bourgeoisie, to reconcile itecif to the reactionary regmmc in 
Russia. 

The liquidators were headed by Martov, Axelrod, Dea, Martynov and other Menshevik 
leaders. Trotsky in fact sided with the liquidators. 

At the Sath (Prague) All-Russia Conference of the RSDLP (January 1912), the liquidators 
were expelled from the Party. 

3: AUCCTU: The All-Union Central Council of Trade Unions. 

4: “Ameng thence legruds must be imcinded also the very widexpread atery Ghat Trotsky was 
the "sole’ or ‘chief organiser’ of the victertes on the freats ef the civil was. I aumet declare, 
comrades, in the interest of truth, that this version is quite cul ef accord with the facts. I 
am far frem denying that Trotsky played am important rele im fire civil wer. But | mont em- 
phatically declare that the high henour ef beimg the exrgunieer of cur victories belongs net 
to individuals, bul te the great collective body of advanced workers in cur country, the Res- 
sian Communisi Party. Perhaps it will not be cut of place te quote a few examples. You 
know thai Kolchak and Denikin were regarded as the principal ememies of the Soviet Re- 
public. You know that cur country breathed freely only afier Ghose ememnics were defeated. 
Well, history shows that both these cmemaies, Le, Koicheak and Denfikin, were reuted by cur 
troeps IN SPITE of Trotsky’s plans. 

"Judge for yourselves: 

(1) KOLCHAK. This is im the samumer of 1919. Our treegs are advancing tgainet Keichak 
and are operating ncar Ufa. A meeting of the Central Commitice is beid. Trotsky proposes 
Ghat the advance be halted along the line of the River Belaya (near Ufa), leaving the Urais 
im the hands of Koichak, and that part ef the treops be withdrawn frem the Eastern Frené 
and tranaferred to the Southerm Front. A heated debate takes place. The Central Cesamall- 
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lee disagrees with Trotsky, being of the opinion that the Urals, with its factories and railway 
network masi not be lef! in the hands of Kolchak, for the latter could easily recuperate 
there, organise a strong force and reach the Volga again, Kolchak must first be driven be- 
youd the Ural range into the Siberian sleppes, and only afler that has been done shonid 
forces be transferred to the South The Central Committee rejects Trotsky’s plan. Trotsky 
bands in his resignation. The Central Committee refuses to accept iL Commander-in- 
Chief Vatsetis, who supported Troisky’s plan, resigns. His place {s taken by a new Com- 
mander-in-Chief, Kamenev. From that moment Trotsky ceases to take a direct part in the 
affairs of the Eastern Front 


“DENIKIN: This ts in the astamn of 1919. The offensive against Denikin is not proceeding 
seccessfally. The 'sicel ring’ around Mamontov (Mamontov’s raid) ts obviously collapsing. 
Denikin captares Karsk Denfkin is approaching Orel Trotsky is summoned from the 
Southern Front to attend a meeting of the Central Committee. The Central Committee re- 
gards the situation as alarming and decides to send new military leaders to the Southern 
Front and to withdraw Trotsky. The new military leaders demand ’no intervention’ by Trot- 
aky in the affairs of the Southern Front. Operations on the Southern Front, right up to the 
capture of Rostov-on-Don and Odessa by our troopa, proceed withoat Trotsky. 


“Let anybody try to refute these facts.“ 
(Stalin, Collected Works, Vol 6 pp.350-352) 


Part I 


On the Vanguard Party 
of the Working Class, 
and 
Lenin’s Theory of Revolution 
Versus 
Trotsky’s Theory of 
"Permanent Revolution" 


"In its struggle for power the proletariat has no 
other weapon but organisation." 


"Without a revolutionary theory there can be no 
revolutionary movement." 
- Lenin 


Chapter 1 


Introduction to Part I 


f wcian is a bourgeois ideology within the ranks of the working class. 
Unless and until Trotskyism is buried ideologically, until it ts driven out 
of the working-class movement, it will continue to cause great confusion and 
harm, and it will continue therefore to disrupt the organisation of the prole- 
tariat for a proletarian revolution. Hence the necessity to rout Trotskyism. 
Hence the necessity to bury Trotskyism as an ideological trend. 


For the moment in Bnitain, Trotskyism is only a bourgeois, erroneous, 
anti-Leninist and anti-communist ideological trend within the working-class 
movement, drawing its support on the basis of an anti-Leninist and anti- 
communist platform, even though its anti-Leninism and anti-communism is 
camouflaged under the slogan of fighting against ’Stalinism’ or ’Stalinist 
bureaucracy’. It is because of the anti-Leninist nature of its programme that 
the petty-bourgeois intelligentsia and the individualistically inclined, par- 
ticularly the youth from universities and colleges, find Trotskyism very at- 
tractive. Hence the overwhelmingly petty-bourgeois composition of most of 
the Trotskyite organisations in Britain. But, despite the petty-bourgeois 
composition of most of the Trotskyite organisations, it is undeniable that 
Trotskyism continues to enjoy some support among certain sections of the 
working class. Why? Because Trotskyism, consequent upon the bankruptcy 
of the revisionist Communist Party of Great Britain (CPGB), became able 
to present itself as a ’militant left’ alternative to revisionism; because the 
Marnist-Leninist movement in this country is very weak indeed; and because 
there is still not in existence a real revolutionary Marxist-Leninist party of 
the proletariat. 


As the Marxist-Leninist movement grows, however, and Trotskyism 
becomes correspondingly weak, Trotskyism will cease to be just another 
trend - anti-Leninist, anti-communist, erroneous, but a trend nevertheless - 
and will be driven more and more to become, as Stalin put it, "a frantic and 
unprincipled gang of wreckers, diversionists, spies and murderers, acting on the 
instructions of the intelligence services ... " i.¢., an advanced detachment of 
the bourgeoisie. Trotskyism did become just such a detachment of the 
bourgeoisie in the 1930s. It made an alliance with fascism; it tried its best to 
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cause the overthrow of the first state of the working class - 1.e., the USSR - 
and there is no doubt whatsoever in our minds that, should the necessity 
again arise, Trotskyism would revert to the position it occupied in the 1930s. 
From being a bourgeois trend in the working-class movement it would be 
transformed into an advanced detachment of the bourgeoisie. 


This is the reason why we should be making a study of the content of 
Trotskyism and the reason for its degeneration. The exposure of Trot- 
skyism as a counter-revolutionary ideology, an ideology which is anti-Lenin- 
ist and which can, if followed by the workers, only lead to their enslaving 
themselves, is of the utmost importance from the point of view of the devel- 
opment of the revolutionary movement in this country. Some sincere com- 
rades sometimes assert that "Trotskyism is counter-revolutionary, there is no 
need for us to waste any time on it. Everybody knows it is counter-revol- 
utionary. This approach is incorrect. Not everybody knows that Trot- 
skyism is counter-revolutionary. Trotskyism exercises considerable 
influence. It is, therefore, our duty scientifically to lay bare the inner 
counter- revolutionary essence of Trotskyism, to tear the ultra-’left’ mask off 
its face and to expose its real right-wing essence. And we must expose it by 
reference to historical truth and documentation, not by general gossip - the 
favourite method of the Trotskyites. 


It ts our duty not to treat Trotskyism as a joke (even if we correctly treat 
certain Trotskyites as a joke) but as an ideology which is causing serious 
harm to the working-class movement. We should refute this bourgeois ide- 
ology scientifically and prove to the workers (not just ourselves) that Trot- 
skyism is a  counter-revolutionary bourgeois ideology which is 
anti-communist and anti-Leninist, even though for the sake of convenience 
and deception it prefers to operate under the signboard of ’Marxism- Le- 
Lenin waged a persistent and ruthless struggle against Trotskyism, and 
Trotskyism was defeated and thrown on the rubbish heap, where it properly 
belonged, by the events leading up to the October Revolution. The very fact 
that a few weeks before the October Revolution, Trotsky was forced by 
events - by reality - to depart from his earlier stand, to join the Bolshevik 
Party and to accept the programme of the Bolshevik Party is proof enough 
that Trotskyism had been thoroughly discredited and refuted. 


After Lenin’s death Trotskyism made another attempt to stage a come- 
back and to substitute itself for Leninism. It met with complete disaster, as 
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will be seen in the chapters on the Moscow Trials. It was defeated. 

Since the mid-fifties Trotskyism has been making yet another attempt to 
substitute itself for Leninism admittedly with some mild degree of success. 
This is because Trotskyism was resuscitated and given a new lease of life 
thanks to betrayal of Marxism-Leninism by the revisionist renegade ruling 
clique of the Soviet Union. At the 20th Party Congress of the Communist 
Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU), there took place a coup d’état which 
brought to power the clique of renegades and scabs headed by N S Khrush- 
chev, whose main aim was to restore capitalism m the Soviet Union. This 
could not be achieved, however, without at the same time discrediting the 
gains of socialist construction during the 30-odd years leading up to the 20th 
Party Congress, and discrediting also the man under whose leadership these 
gains of socialist construction had been achieved. 


It is m this light that the attack on Comrade Stalin is to be understood. 
Revolutionaries all over the world have tremendous respect and affection 
for this great Marust-Leninist who held high the banner of Marxism-Lenin- 
ism, the banner of proletarian revolution. Stalin defended, most resolutcly 
and courageously, the dictatorship of the proletariat in the Soviet Union 
against the enemies of the working class both within and outside of the 
working-class movement. Mao Tse-tung, the great leader of the Chinese 
revolution, had this to say on the 60th birthday of Stalin: 

"Stalin is the leader of the world revolution. This is of pararnount wnport- 
ance. It is a great event that manland is blessed with Stalin. Since we have 
hum, things can go well. As you all know, Marx is dead and so are Engels and 
Lenin. Had there been no Stalin, who would there be to give directions? But 
having hirn - this is really a blessing. Now there exists in the world a Soviet 
Union, a Communist Party and also a Stalin. Thus the affairs of the world 
can go weil.” 


This really sums up the feelings of the revolutionary people all over the 
world on the question of Stalin. Precisely for this reason it had indeed 
become a paramount necessity for the class enemies of the working class to 
attack Comrade Stalin before they could defeat Leninism in the land of 
Lenin, before they could capture the fortress from within and pave the way 
for capitalist restoration. The revisionist renegade clique’s attack was not 
an attack on Stalin as an individual. It was an attack on the Bolshevik Party, 
an attack on its methods and forms of organisation, an attack on the social- 
ist construction carried out under the leadership of the Bolshevik Party 
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headed by Comrade Stalin, an aftack on the victory of the Soviet Union 
under the leadership of the Bolshevik Party and Stalin in the anti-fascist 
war. It was only because Stalin had emerged through struggle as the most 
representative spokesman of the Bolshevik Party that he incurred the hatred 
of all reactionaries. And # ts in this opposition to, and their attack upon, 
the Bolshevik Party and the dictatorship of the prolctariat, that the revision- 
ist rencgadcs ruling m the Sovict Union are indistinguishable from the Trot- 
skyites. 

Was it surprising then that ‘the frantic campaign against Stalin by the 
leadership of the CPSU enabled the Trotskyites, who had long been political 
corpses, to come to life again and clamour for the ‘rehabilitation’ of Trotsky” ? 
(Second Comment on the Open Letter of the Central Committee of the CPSU, 
by the Communist Party of Chma, 13 September 1963). 

So as a consequence of the 20th Party Congress Trotskyism, long dis- 
credited and buried by the pcoplc of the world, was dug out of its grave to 
cause confusion in the ranks of the proletariat. 

In a country fike Britam where Trotskyitcs are more entrenched than in 
any other advanced Western European country, they are relatively well 
placed to mislead the working class and the militant masses. 

In view of what has beca said, # becomes the duty of every revolutionary 
Marxist-Leninist to wage fierce and ruthicss struggie against Trotskyism 
which is nothing but an ideological influence of the bourgeoisie within the 
ranks of the working class. 

But im order to wage a struggle against Trotskyism we must first of all 
know the nature of Trotskyism, the methods # adopts, and the forms in 
which # makes its ugly appearance from time to time. 

The essence of Trotskyism lics im the fact that is a non-proletanian, bour- 
geots, ideology which is ireconcilably opposed to Lenimism - revolutionary 
Bolshevism. This truth must be fully grasped by revolutionaries and prole- 
tarians everywhere. Trotskyism is opposed to Leninism on such important 
questions as the nature and role of the Party, the theory of revolution and 
the role of leadership. From 1903 right up to the October Revolution Trot- 
skyism as an idcology was cngaged in a bitter struggic against Leninism and 
agamst Bolshcvism. In fact, Trotskyism has never ceased waging a bitter 
struggic against Leninism. Whereas before the October Revolution Trot- 
skyism engaged in an open, frontal, attack on Leninism, during and after the 
October Revolution # adopted the policy of surreptitiously undermming 
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Leninism, always under the cover of ’praising’ Lenin and Leninism, of 
course. This was because Trotskyism had been rendered weak and had 
been proved useless by the three revolutions im Russia - the 1905 revolution, 
the February revolution of 1917, and the Great October Socialist Revolution 
also of 1917. Leninism, on the other hand, had emerged victorious and had 
proved its correctness, having withstood the test of three revolutions. This 
is how Comrade Stalin described the weak, post-October Revolution, Trot- 
skyism: 

"The new Trotskyism is not a mere repetition of the old Trotskyisrn; its fea- 
thers have beer: phicked and it is rather bedraggled, it is incomparably milder 
in spirit and more moderate in form than the old Trotskyism; but in essence it 
undoubtedly retains all the specific features of the old Trotskyism. The new 
Trotskyism does not dare to come out as a militant force against Leninism; it 
prefers to operate under the common flag of Leninism, under the slogan of in- 
terpreting, improving Leninism. This is because if is weak. It cannot be re- 
garded as an accident that the appearance of the new Trotskyism coincided 
with Lenin’s departure. In Lenin's lifetime it would not have dared to take this 
risky step.” (Problems of Leninism). 

One thing must now be added to this profound statement of Comrade 
Stalin’s on the specific features of new Trotskyism, namely, that Trotskyism 
no longer dared to launch direct attacks, open or surreptitious, against Le- 
ninism. On the contrary, it now pursued the same old goal of attacking Le- 
ninism and attempting to substitute Trotskyism for Leninism by the indirect 
and devious, and thus incomparably more dangerous and harmful, method 
of attacking all the fundamentals of Leninism by attacking Stalin and ’Stalin- 
ism’, always in the name of ’defending’ Leninism, of course. 

The real character of Trotskyism is the use of ‘left’ phrases for the pur- 
pose of covering a lack of faith m the working class and the broad masses of 
people and a surrender to capitalism. The essence of Trotskyism is re- 
vealed not by its ultra-left’? phrasemongering, but its far from left activities: 
Ulira-'left’ phrasernongering to cover up ultra counter-revolutionary actions - 
such is the nature of Trotskyism. 


There are plenty of people who, having been brought up on the bour- 
geois-Trotskyist Icgends and lies, are apt to say. "Trotsky was a close com- 
rade-in-arms of Lenin; Trotsky never said anything against Lenin; Trotsky 
was a Bolshevik who was engaged in defending Leninism m the latter’s fight 
against Stalinism’, and so forth. But such a view is erroneous and shows a 
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complete lack of awareness, as well as complete ignorance of historical 
truth. That Trotsky fought bitterly against revolutionary Leninism and Bol- 
shevism and that Lenin waged a ruthless struggle against counter-revol- 
utionary Trotskyism over a long period (from 1903 to 1917 - before the 
October Revolution and thereafter) are well-known historical facts which 
have "escaped the attention’ of the Trotskyites cither because they do not 
want to know the truth or because they are, to use Lenin’s terminology, 
complete ’ignoramuses’ and ’trouserless boys’ who have never learnt or even 
read any history of revolutionary Bolshevism but merely happened to get 
into Trotskyite circles "where going about naked is regarded as 'the thing” as 
far as knowledge of Bolshevism and everything it stands for is concerned. 
That Trotsky launched vicious attacks against Leninism and Lenin is not an 
invention’ of Stalin’s, as the Trotskyites usually assert, can be seen from the 
following extracts from a letter of Trotsky’s to Chkiedze written in 1913: 

"The entire edifice of Leninism is built on lies and falsification and bears 
within itself the poisonous elernents of its own decay." 

Further on in the same letter Trotsky describes Lenin as: “a professional 
exploiter of every land of backwardness in the Russian working-class move- 
ment." 

Here, straight from the horse’s mouth, you have in unadulterated form 
the true regard that Trotskyism has for Leninism: it regards “the entire edi- 
fice of Leninisrn” as having been "built on lies and falsification" and it regards 
Lenin as "a professional exploiter of every kind of backwardness in the Rus- 
sian working-class movernent." 

Yet this did not prevent Trotsky, after the death of Lenin, from claiming 
that he was the greatest Leninist fighting against Stalinist bureaucracy’. 
Nor does it prevent present-day Trotskyites, in their ceaseless struggle 
against Leninism, which equally ceaselessly presents itself as defence of Le- 
ninism against Stalinist bureaucracy’, from using the name of the great 
Lenin and uttering such downright falsehoods as that Trotsky was Lenin’s 
comrade-in-arms and a great Leninist. 


The truth is that Trotskyism is as far removed from Leninism as earth is 
from heaven. The truth ts that Trotskyism has fought against Lenmism in 
the past and is fighting against Leninism now. Before the October Revol- 
ution it fought Leninism openly, since the October Revolution it has been 
engaged in fighting Leninism not so openly. Nowadays it fights Leninism in- 
directly by launching vicious attacks on Stalin and 'Stalinism’. Why? Be- 
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cause the denunciation of Stalin is a necessary precondition to the denunci- 
ation of Lenmism and Bolshevism, of the dictatorship of the proletariat and 
the building of socialism in the USSR during the time of Lenin and Stalin. 
Stalin was a great Marxist-Leninist wno successfully applied Leninism to the 
conditions prevailing in the USSR and the world for three decades. It was 
under his Leninist leadership, and in the teeth of Trotskyite opposition, that 
the Soviet people built socialism in the USSR and led the people of the 
world in the anti-fascist war. These are glorious achicvements indeed. If 
these achievements and three decades of most brilliant application of Le- 
ninism are negated, what then is left of Leninism? Is it not clear, then, to 
everyone that this attack on Stalinism’ is indeed an attack on Leninism, that 
it represents another - yet another! - attempt by Trotskyites to substitutc 
Trotskyism for Leninism. This is how Trotskyism uses "Leninism’ to fight 

Whether Trotskyism fights against Leninism openly or not so openly is a 
matter of technical detail. It belongs to the realm of methodology. But the 
stark reality remains unchanged, namely, that Trotskyism is busy attacking 
Leninism (granted, more sophisticatedly than before 1917, but attacking Le- 
ninism nevertheless). 

To sum up, Trotskyism is anti-Leninism, anti-Bolshevism. It is counter- 
revolutionary. 

Leninism, on the other hand, is revolutionary Bolshevism: 

“Leninisn is the Maras of the era of imperialism and of proletarian rev- 
olution. To be more exact, Leninism is the theory and tactics of the proleta- 
rian revolution in general, the theory and tactics of the dictatorship of the 
proletariat in particular." (Stalin, Foundations of Leninismn). 

These two ideologies - Trotskyism on the one hand and Leninism on the 
other - are irreconcilably hostile to cach other. One cannot accept one of 
these ideologies without at the same time discarding the other. One cannot 
be a Lenmist without rejecting Trotskyism. Nor can one be a Trotskyist 
without rejecting Leninism. One thing or the other: Trotskyism or Lenin- 
ism. 

It is now proposed to proceed to substantiate these statements. In order 
to do this, Le., to show the real nature of Trotskyism, to show it in its real 
opportunistic, counter-revolutionary form by stripping it of all the ultra-’left’ 
phraseology, it will be neccessary to refer, if only very briefly, to the theory 
and practice of Trotsky and his followers, ic., to the theoretical and practi- 
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cal standpoint of Trotskyism on the most important issues and movements 
over a period of well over half a century. What, for example, was the posi- 
tion taken by Trotsky in regard to the Bolshevik Party, and what were his 
strategy and tactics for the Russian revolution? It would be necessary to in- 
vestigate the posifion taken by Trotsky and his followers on the controversy 
raging round the issue of building socialism in one country and then pass on 
to review the reaction of Trotsky and his followers to the defeat of their pol- 
icy of opposition to the building of socialism in a single country: did Trotsky 
and his followers, for example, resort to anti-Party activities, to terror and 
murder, to wrecking and sabotage to achieve what had been defeated by an 
overwhelming majority of the Soviet proletariat? Did they or did they not 
join hands with the fascists for the purpose of attacking the workers’ state, 
for which thei hatred was so paramount that they were prepared to con- 
clude an alliance with the Nazis? Did they or did they not try to sabotage 
the People’s Front movements all over the world before the Second World 
War? Did they or did they not sabotage successfully the People’s Front in 
Spain and thereby contnbute to the victory of the Franco-led fascists in that 
country? Also examined will be the standpoint of Trotsky and the rest of 
the opposition as regards the Chinese revolution. 


Chapter 2 


Party of the Proletariat: 


Lenin’s Idea of a Proletarian Party of a New Type 
and Trotsky’s Liquidationism 


importance of the Party 


“In its struggle for power the proletariat has no other weapon but organisa- 
tion. Disunited by the rule of anarchic competition in the bourgeois world, 
ground down by forced labour for capital, constantly thrust back to the ‘lower 
depths’ of utter destitution, savagery and degeneration, the proletariat can 
become, and inevitably will become, an invincible force only when its ideologi- 
cal unification by principles of Marxism is consolidated by the material unity 
of an organisation which will weld millions of toilers into an army of the work- 
ing class." (Lenin: One Step Forward Two Steps Back). 

Owing to the struggle of Leninism against petty-bourgeois individualism 
and ‘aristocratic anarchism’, it is now a foregone conclusion for us Marxist- 
Leninists that if there is to be a proletarian revolution there must be a party 
of the proletariat to lead the proletariat and the broad masses of the toiling 
millions in making such a revolution. This truth, which can never be insisted 
upon too frequently, is confirmed by the history of proletanan revolutions in 
Russia, in China, etc. 

Take Russia, for example. With the great socialist October Revolution 
the whole of mankind took a gigantic step forward. The October Revol- 
ution ushered in a new era - the era of proletarian revolution and of the 
downfall of capitalism. Following the October Revolution, within a very 
short time, backward, ignorant and barbaric Russia was turned into a highly 
cultured and economically developed socialist state whose planned econ- 
omy and economic development became the subject of study at the hands of 
economusts all over the world. The salvos of the October Revolution placed 
the formerly backward Russian proletariat at the head of the world proleta- 
rian movement and turned Russia from a ’prison of nations’ into a free 
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fraternity of nations. How was such a transformation, declared absurd by 
the majority of even ’socialist’ leaders in Europe, made possible? How was 
it that within the short space of 20 years, without any outside help and in the 
teeth of the most frantic hostility from the capitalist states and from the 
Trotskyite opposition, the USSR was able to advance on the basis of its own 
resources and build up a socialist state? 


It was made possible by: 


(1) the devotion and creative energies of the great masses of people in 
the factories, in the mines and on the land. Without the cooperation and 
participation of the masses of the people, the kind of social transformation 
successfully achieved in the USSR would have been an impossibility. It was 
because of the cooperation and participation of the Soviet people that the 
Soviet Union made tremendous advances in every field - economic, military, 
ideological and cultural - despite the fact that the revolution had no experts 
of its own and had to use the experts left over from Tsarism and capitalism, 
many of whom were the bitterest enemies of Bolshevism and consequently 
of the October Revolution. Without the wholehearted support, cooper- 
ation, enthusiasm and labour heroisn: of millions upon millions of Russian 
masses the tremendous advances made by the USSR could not have been 
accomplished. 

(2) The leadership ef a revolutionary party. It would not be an exagger- 
ation to say that the Soviet state could not have survived, let alone de- 
veloped, in these conditions if the Russian workers had not been led by a 
revolutionary party - a party which, on the basis of the quality of its leader- 
ship, self-sacrifice and heroism, bad won their confidence; a party which 
they were prepared to follow at every stage of the struggle, before, during 
and after the revolution. 

Without the party the proletariat can neither achieve the dictatorship of 
the proletariat, nor can it maintain, consolidate and expand this dictatorship 
in order to ensure the creation of material and spiritual conditions for the 
complete victory of socialism, the creation of conditions for the transference 
of society from the lower phase of communism (socialism) to the higher 
phase of communism, that is, the creation of the conditions for the withering 
away of the state, when mankind will be able to implement the formula: 
"From each according to his ability, to each according to his needs." (Marx, 
Critique of the Gotha Programme). 
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In 1920 Lenin had occasion to emphasise the importance of a truly rev- 
olutionary and disciplined party inseparably connected with, and enjoying 
the confidence and support of the working class: 

“Certainly, almost everyone now realises that the Bolsheviks could not have 
maintained thernselves in power for two and a half months, let alone two and 
a half years, without the strictest, truly iron discipline in our Party, and without 
the fullest and unreserved support of the latter by the whole mass of the work- 
ing class, that is, by all its thinking, honest, self-sacrificing and influential ele- 
ments, capable of carrying with them the backward strata." (Lenin, CW Vol 31 
p. 23,’Left-Wing’ Communisrn - an Infantile Disorder). 

In order to achieve, maintain and expand the dictatorship of the proleta- 
riat, it is necessary to create "aynong the proletarian masses a cementing force 
and bulwark against the corrosive influences of petty-bourgeois elernental 
forces and petty-bourgeots habits" (Stalin, Foundations of Leninismn). It is 
necessary to imbue the proletarian masses with the spirit of discipline and 
organisation. It is necessary to help the proletariat to teach themselves as a 
force capable of leading mankind to its goal of a classless communist so- 
ciety. But the classless society can only be arrived at through an epoch of 
most stubborn class struggle during which epoch the prolctariat needs its 
party - an iron party which is tempered in struggle. 

"The dictatorship of the proletariat," says Lenin, “is a stubborn struggle - 
bloody and bloodless, violent and peaceful, military and economic, educa- 
tional and adrninistrative - against the forces and traditions of the old society. 
The force of habit of millions and tens of millions is a most terrible force. 
Without an tron party tempered in the struggle, without a@ party enjoying the 
confidence of all that is honest in the given class, without a party capable of 
watching and influencing the mood of the masses, it is impossible to conduct 
such a struggle successfully.” (Lenin, ibid. p.44). 

When we talk about iron discipline in a truly revolutionary vanguard 
party of the proletariat, does this mean ’blind’ discipline? Does such iron 
discipline exclude all debate and all possibility of conflict of opinion within 
the party? No, it does not mean that. Truly iron discipline not only does 
not preclude debate, criticism and the possibility of conflict of opmion with- 
in the party but, on the contrary, it presupposes such criticism, debate and 
conflict of opinion. Iron discipline in a truly revolutionary party is based on 
conscious and voluntary submission of its members and on their unity of will 
and unify of action. Without such unity of will and unity of action, without 
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voluntary and conscious submission, iron discipline is impossible. Here is 
what Lenin says on the question of the maintenance of discipline in a revol- 
utionary party. 

“And first of all the questions arises: how is the discipline of a revolutionary 
party of the proletariat maintained? How is it tested? First, by the class con- 
sciousness of the proletarian vanguard and by its devotion to the revolution, by 
its perseverance, self-sacrifice and heroism. Secondly, by its ability to link itself 
with, to keep in close touch with, and to a certain extent, if you like, to merge 
with the broadest masses of toilers - primarily with the proletariat, but also with 
non- proletarian toiling masses. Thirdly, by the correctness of the political 
leadership exercised by this vanguard, by the correctness of its political strategy 
and tactics, provided that the broadest masses have been convinced by their 
own experience that they are correct. Without these conditions, discipline in a 
revolutionary party, that is really capable of being the party of the advanced 
class, whose mission it is fo overthrow the bourgeoisie and transform the whole 
of society, cannot be achieved. Without these conditions, all attempts to estab- 
lish discipline inevitably fall flat and end in phrase-mongering and grirnacing. 
On the other hand, these conditions cannot arise all at once. They are created 
onty by prolonged effort and hard-won experience. Their creation is facilitated 
by the correct revolutionary theory, which, in tum, is not a dogma, but assumes 
final shape only in close connection with the practical activity of a truly mass 
and truly revolutionary movernent” (ibid p.2A-25). 

For Marxist-Leninists, for truly proletarian revolutionaries, the role of a 
vanguard party of the proletariat, and the inseparable connections that such 
a party must maintain with the broadest masses of toilers, can never be 
over-emphasised. But for the petty-bourgeois intellectuals it is almost im- 
possible to comprehend the importance of a revolutionary party of the 
proletariat. These petty-bourgeois intellectuals have never been, and never 
will (even if they describe themselves as 'socialists’) be able to comprehend 
the great role played by the Bolshevik Party during all stages - before, dur- 
ing and after - of the revolution. The mass of the petty-bourgeois intelli- 
gentsia is only capable of secing the leaders and a crowd of followers: Lenin 
did this or Stalin did that. They stubbornly refuse, in the manner of the in- 
dividualistically-inclined intelligentsia, to recognise the importance and role 
of the Party, the role of this unique instrument created under the leadership 
of Lenm, which led the Russian people through all the difficulties of estab- 
lishing the dictatorship of the proletariat, fighting against foreign imperialist 
armed aggression in conjunction with the internal reactionaries and traitors 
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- the whiteguards - and finally building socialism in a backward country. 

It was precisely this inability of the petty-bourgeois intelligentsia and 
even of some ‘socialists’ which caused Lenin to stress against and again the 
important role played by the Bolshevik Party and its links and relationship 
with the masses. It provoked the following remark from Lenin: 

"Would it not be better if greetings in honour of the Soviet power and the 
Bolsheviks were frequently attended by a profound analysis of the reasons why 
the Bolsheviks were able to build up the discipline the revolutionary proletariat 
needs?° 


We have shown above the importance of a revolutionary vanguard - a 
party of the proletariat - which is inseparably connected with the toiling 
masses, proletarians and non-proletarians. And we reiterate that the petty- 
bourgeois intcllectuals (among these petty-bourgcois intellectuals must be 
included the Trotskyites) cannot but reduce organisational and political 
questions to an personal-individual level. They are incapable of seeing the 
struggle between two lines on political, organisational and tactical questions 
as anything other than a struggle between two individuals. That is why from 
1923 onwards the aforementioned gentry saw only a struggle between Trot- 
sky and Stalin for personal dominance. 

This, we hope to prove by reference to historical facts and documenta- 
tion (and not by the method adopted by Trotskyites, namcly that of simple 
gossip and lies), was wrong and continues to be so. The struggle between 
Stalin and Trotsky was not a struggle between two individuals but a 
struggle between two lines; it was a struggie between revolutionary Lenin- 
ism and counter-revolutionary Trotskyism; it was a coatinuation, after the 
death of Lenin, of the very same struggle between Leninism and Trot- 
skyism that had gone on during Lenin’s lifetime covering a period of 20 
years. The only difference was that now Lenin was dead, Leninism was 
being upheld by the Bolshevik Party at the head of which stood Stalin. Trot- 
sky and his followers, in view of the weak position of Trotskyism, deemed it 
necessary to effect a change in thew tactics. It was no longer possible for 
Trotskyists to attack Leninism openly and directly as they had been able to 
do before 1917. They therefore adopted the subtle and devious - and hence 
more harmful - tactic of attacking the Leninist policies of the Bolshevik 
Party under the guise of attacking ’Stalinism’ in order, of course, to defend’ 
Leninism. This is how Trotsky and his followers sought to discredit the Le- 
ninist policies of the Bolshevik Party headed by Stalin. This was indeed a 
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classic example of using the name of Lenin to fight against Leninism - 
against its entire inner content - an obvious example of waving the red flag 
in order to oppose it, and an obvious example of the usual Trotskyist frau- 
dulent tricks. 


It is in this context that Trotsky’s attack on Stalin must be understood. 
Trotsky’s attack on Stalin was not directed against Stalin as an individual 
but against someone who during the course of struggle had emerged as the 
most representative spokesman of the Bolshevik Party which was upholding, 
defending and applying Leninism. The main target of Trotsky’s attacks, 
therefore, was not Stalin but the Bolshevik Party. It was revolutionary Bol- 
shevism - Leninism - that was under attack. It was an attack on the methods 
and forms of organisation of the Bolshevik Party - an attack on the fun- 
damental Leninist policies pursued by the Party. 

Not Trotsky versus Stalin, but Trotskyism versus Leninism is the true 
formulation of Trotsky’s relations with the Russian revolution; Trotsky 
versus the Bolshevik Party with its Leninist policy. This is how matters 
stand with regard to Trotsky’s relations with the Bolshevik Party, both be- 
fore and after the revolution, and before as well as after the death of Lenin. 

On nearly every major issue Trotsky’s line was in conflict with the line 
taken by the Bolshevik Party, and practice proved that on cach of these oc- 
casions his line was totally incorrect and thoroughly bankrupt. Yet this did 
not prevent Trotsky, after the death of the great Lenin, from claiming, with 
his usual modesty, that the Bolshevik Party had been wrong and he had 
been right all along. One can understand that when the present-day Trot- 
skyites tell lies and indulge in petty-bourgeois egotism, they are only living 
up to - rather, trying to live up to - their leader Trotsky himself. 


Lenin’s struggle to build a revolutionary party of the proletariat and 
Trotsky’s struggle to hinder the building of such a party. 


After the Bolshevik revolution Trotsky pretended to approve, of course, 
of the Bolshevik Party - the Party which, prior to 1917, he had tried his best 
to prevent from coming into being. During the period when Lenin was busy 
developing the party, Trotsky viciously attacked Lenin and exhausted his 
not inconsiderable vocabulary of abuse in opposing all that Lenin was at- 
tempting to do. Lenin was trying to build a centralised, revolutionary party 
capable of carrying on its work in defiance of the Tsarist police. Under the 
conditions then prevailing in Tsarist Russia it was impossible to build such a 
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party on the basis of open democracy without at the same ume subjecting 
the party membership to frequent arrests at the hands of the Tsarist secret 
police. Therefore Lenin believed that the membership of the Panty should 
not be open to just anyone who cared to enrol himself into the Party.! Vani- 
ous city committees of the Party were picked by the Central Committee and 
all Committees had the right of co-option. At the 2nd Congress of the Rus- 
sian Social Democratic Labour Party (RSDLP) held in London in 1903 this 
conflict came to a head and Trotsky, along with the right wing of the Con- 
gress, violently opposed the standpoint of Lenin on organisational ques- 
tions. Lenin was defeated on this issue by a majority of two or three votes. 


Comrades, it will be worth our while to go through the proceedings of 
this Congress in a little more detail. The three main items on the agenda of 
this Congress were: 


1. The adoption of the Party programme; 
2. The adoption of the Party rules (constitution), and 
3. The election of officers. 


Though the opportunists at the Congress were deadly opposed to the 
Party programme, and particularly to the inclusion in the Party programme 
of the question of the dictatorship of the proletariat, the demands on the 
peasant question and the right of nations to self-determination, they did not 
put up their main fight on the question of the adoption of the programme. 
The main struggle between the two wings (the one being the revolutionary 
wing headed by Lenin and supported by Plekhanov ” and other stable Isk- 
raists; the other being the opportunist wing headed by Martov and sup- 
ported by Trotsky and other unstable Iskraists, the centre - i.e., the ’marsh’ - 
and the anti-Iskraists - i.e., the Economists and Bundists) represented at the 
Second Congress of the Party was waged on the question of the Party rules 
and the election of officers. the sharpest differences arose over the formu- 
lation of the first paragraph of the rules dealing with Party membership - 
who could be a member of the Party? What was to be the nature and com- 
position of the Party? What was to be the organisational nature of the 
Party? Such were the questions that arose in connection with paragraph 
one of the Party rules. 
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Lenin’s formulation versus Martov’s formulation of the conditions 
for party membership 


According to Lenin’s formulation one could be a party member only if 
one satisfied the following three conditions: 


(a) acceptance of the Party programme; 
(b) financial support for the Party; and 


(c) belonging to one of the Party organisations, Le, actively participating 
in the organisation.’ 

But according to Martov’s formulation, supported by Trotsky and other 
opportunists, only the first two conditions should have to be fulfilled in 
order to qualify for membership of the party. The third one was in their 
view quite unnecessary and could, therefore, easily be dispensed with. 

Lenin regarded the Party as an organised detachment of the working 
class and considered, therefore, that its members could not simply enrol 
themsclves in the Party. On the contrary, they had to be admitted into the 
Party by one of its organisations and consequently they had to submit to the 
discipline of the Party. But according to Martov’s formulation one could 
enrol oneself in the Party and in as much as one did not belong to an organi- 
sation one did not have to submit oneself to the discipline of the Party. 


Thus Martov’s formulation, unlike Lenin’s, contained all the prereq- 
uisites for throwing the door of the Party open to all kinds of opportunists, 
unstable and non-proletarian elements, and so convert the Party from being 
a disciplined, monolithic and militant organisation of the working class into 
a heterogeneous, amorphous and loose bourgeois-type organisation, i.¢., to 
convert it from being an advanced detachment of the working class into 
being a backward detachment of the working class. This was so much so 
that Martov and other opportunists even demanded that every striker be 
given the automatic right to join the Party. Likewise it was claimed that 
every intellectual who sympathised with the Party, every sympathetic profes- 
sor, every high-school student as well as every participant in a demonstra- 
tion should have the nght to declare himself a Party member. 


With the adoption of the programme, the Congress laid the foundations 
for the ideological unity of the Party. It had also to adopt Party rules to lay 
the foundations for organisational unity and to put an end to the amateur- 
ishness and the parochial outlook of the circles, to the organisational dis- 
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unity and the absence of strict discipline in the Party. 


Martov’s formulation did just the opposite. Not only did it Ieave the 
door of the Party wide open to unstable, anarchistic, individualist elements, 
but it also obliterated the dividing line between the Party and the class. The 
distinction between the advanced detachment and the rest of the working 
class cannot disappear until classes disappear. Anyone holding any other 
view, whatever the intentions of the person holding such a view, is trying to 
obliterate the distinction between the Party and the class and in so doing is 
trying to deprive the proletariat of its ’general staff. As Stalin said: 

"The working class without a party is an army without a general staff. The 
party is the general staff of the proletariat." (Foundations of Leninism). 

Commenting on Martov’s formulation, Lenin said: 

"We are the party of a class, and therefore almost the whole class (and in 
times of war, in the period of civil war, the whole class) should act under the 
leadership of our party, should adhere to our party as closely as possible. But 
it would be Manilovism and 'Khvostism’ ‘ to think that at any time under capi- 
talisr almost the whole class, or the whole class, would be able to rise to the 
level of consciousness and activity of its advanced detachment ... to forget this 
distinction between the advanced detachment and the whole of the masses 
which gravitate towards it, to forget the constant duty of the advanced detach- 
ment to raise ever wider strata to this most advanced level, means merely to de- 
ceive oneself, to shut one’s eyes to the immensity of our task." (One Step 
Forward, Two Steps Back). 

If Martov’s formulation had become entrenched in the Bolshevik Party it 
would have led to the Party becoming “inundated with professors and high- 
school students and to its degeneration into a loose, amorphous, disorganised 
formation’, lost in a sea of sympathisers, that would have obliterated the divi- 
ding line between the Party and the class and would have upset the Party's task 
of raising the unorganised masses to the level of the advanced detachment." 
(Stalin). 

Trotsky played a major opportunist role in this controversy > He sided 
with Martov in launching vicious attacks on Lenin’s formulation. He op- 
posed Lenin’s conception of the Party being the sum total of party organisa- 
tions and each party member being a member of one of the organisations of 
the party. He opposed the idea of the party being a single whole with higher 
and lower leading bodies. He denied the principle of the minority submit- 
ting to the decisions of the majority. Such was the opportunist position 
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taken by Trotsky and Martov on the question of organisation. Their stand 
was nothing but a concentrated expression of the circle spirit and petty- 
bourgeois individualism which regards itself above discipline and frowns 
upon the idea of the minonty submitting to decisions of the majority. 

Indeed the application of the principle of the minority submitting to the 
majority and the principle of lower leading bodies being bound by the deci- 
sions of higher leading bodies, and the principle of directing party work 
from a centre, led to accusations of ’bureaucracy’, formalism’, wheels and 
cogs’, etc being levelled by Messrs Trotsky, Martov and other opportunists. 
This is how Lenin describes these anarchists in his book One Step Forward, 
Two Steps Back: 

"This aristocratic anarchism is particularly characteristic of the Russian ni- 
hilist. He thinks of the party organisation as a monstrous ‘factory’; he regards 
the subordination of the part to the whole and of the minonity to the majority 
as ‘serfdom’ ... , division of labour under the direction of a centre evokes from 
him a tragicomical outcry against people being transformed into 'cogs and 
wheels’ ... mention of the organisational rules of the Party calls forth a con- 
temptuous grimace and the disdainful ... rernark that one could very well dis- 
pense with rules altogether. 


“It is clear, I think, that the cries about this celebrated bureaucracy are just 
a screen for dissatisfaction with the personal composition of the central bodies, 
a fig leaf ... you are a bureaucrat because you were appointed by the Congress 
and not by my will, but against it; you are a formalist because you rely on the 
formal decisions of the Congress, and not my consent; you are acting in a 
grossly mechanical way because you plead the ‘rnechanical’ majonity at the 
Party Congress and pay no heed to my wish to be coopted; you are an autocrat 
because you refuse to hand over power to the old gang." 


We shall note that this would be the running theme of Trotsky and his 
collaborators in their attacks on the Bolshevik Party under the Icadership of 
Comrade Stalin. But "these cries about this celebrated bureaucracy" we shall 
prove were nothing but "a screen for dissatisfaction" with the defeat of his 
bankrupt theory, namely, that it was impossible to build socialism in the 
USSR. 


Trotsky and Martov were incapable of understanding the meaning of, 
and subjecting themselves to the discipline of, a proletarian organisation. 
For them the discipline was for the ’many’ and not for the ’chosen few. 
And, of course, they included themselves among the latter. When the dele- 
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gates at the Second Congress elected the Central Committee and the Edi- 
torial Board of Iskra - the Congress had refused to endorse the old Editorial 
Board as demanded by these gentlemen and hence Lenin’s jibe regarding 
cooption in the above-quoted passage - they were up m arms because the 
personal composition of these two bodies was not to their liking. They re- 
fused to accept the decisions of the Congress, ‘justifying’ themselves by use 
of such phrases as “we are not serfs" thus undermining the very basis of the 
unity of the ranks of the Party. No party can preserve the unity of its ranks 
without the imposition of a proletarian discipline (as to the nature of this 
discipline see above) which is equally binding on all party members, both 
leaders and rank and file; which is binding on the ’chosen few as well as the 
’many. Without this the party can neither preserve its integrity nor the 
unity of its ranks. 

“The complete absence of sensible arguments on the part of Martov and Co 
against the Editorial Board appointed by the Congress is best of all shown by 
their own catchword: ‘we are not serfs’! ... The mentality of the bourgeois intel- 
lectual, who regards himself as one of the ‘chosen few’ standing above mass 
organisation and mass discipline, is expressed here with remarkable clarity ... It 
seems to the individualism of the intelligentsia that all proletarian organisation 
and discipline is serfdom." 

And further: 

“As we proceed with the building of a real party, the class- conscious 
worker must learn to distinguish the mentality of the soldier of the proletarian 
army from the mentality of the bourgeois intellectual who flaunts his anarchist 
talk, he must learn to insist that the duties of a party member be fulfilled not 
only by the rank and file, but by the ‘people on the top’ as well." (Lenm: One 
Step Forward, Two Steps Back). 

Such is the importance of proletarian discipline in a proletarian party. 

We have made a rather detailed examination of the controversy that 
raged round the question of the membership at the Second Congress of the 
RSDLP, and the purpose of this examination has been to show: 

1. that the stand of Martov, Trotsky and Co on matters of organisation 
was opportunist and, if it had become entrenched, it would certamly have 
caused great harm, confusion and disorganisation in the Party. 

Lenin says: “From the point of view of comrade Martov, the borderline of 
the Party remains quite indefinite, for ’every striker’ may ‘proclaim himself a 
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Party member’. What is the use of this vagueness? A wide extension of the 
Gite: Its harm is that it introduces a disorganising idea, the confusing of the 
class and the Party." (One Step Forward, Two Steps Back); 

2. that the petty-bourgcots individualism and ’aristocratic anarchism’ of 

Martov and Trotsky made i impossible for them to rectify their opportunist 
stand on matters of organisation; 

3. that the petty-bourgeois mentality of Martov and Trotsky, with its su- 
preme contempt and disregard for proletarian discipline and organisational 
rules, made it impossible for them to submit to proletarian discipline and 

4. that conscquently Martov, Trotsky and Co were against any form of 
organisation that would make the imposition of such (proletarian) discipline 
a matter of onc of its organisational principles; 

5. that to these petty-bourgcots intellectuals an iron Pasty with an iron 
discipline means nothing more and nothing less than bureaucracy’; 

6. that objectively (subjective desires are irrelevant here) Martov and 
Trotsky were against the revolution, for without a disciplined, revolutionary, 
Party there can be no revolution, and 

7. that on matters of organisation Trotsky was not just an ’anti-Stalinist’ 

Trotsky’s hatred for disciplme caused him to take such an opportunist 
view of organisational principles as to oppose Lenin at the Second Con- 
gress. This same petty-bourgeots individualism, amounting to ‘aristocratic 
anarchism’, with its extreme hatred for discipline, would lead Trotsky again 
and again to oppose the Bolshevik Party and ms methods and forms of or- 
gauisation, leading ultimately to Trotsky forming an alliance with the fascists 
for the purpose of overthrowing the Soviet state. Of this more anon. 

Trotsky was to claim later on that “Revolution had been betrayed” in the 
Sovict Union by Stalin. We shall merely remark that if Trotsky’s opportun- 
ist idcas on organisation had prevailed there would have been no Bolshevik 
Party and therefore no revolution that could be “betrayed. 

Following the Second Congress of the RSDLP, Trotsky wrote a polemic 
entitled Our Political Tasks, m which he attacked the whole policy of Lenin 
m the wildest and most abusive possible way. Because Lenin had carlier 
talked about the division of labour within the party based on the fact that 
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different branches of revolutionary activity require different abilities, Trot- 
sky mounted a big attack on Lenin, denounced the division of labour in the 
modern factory, which reduces the workers to mere cogs in the machine. 
And this, be pointed out, was Lenin’s real object - a few dictatorial leaders 
at the top with the party workers reduced to ’cogs’ in the party machine. 
This was a complaint Trotsky would make again and again whenever he 
could not get his own way. If the Party agreed with Trotsky everything in 
the Party was fine; the moment Trotsky’s policies are rejected by the Party it 
suddenly transforms itself into an awful, dreadful, unbearable monstrosity 
and a bureaucracy’ to be fought against and have done with. Such is the 
manifestation of petty-bourgeois individualism displayed by Trotsky. Trot- 
sky concluded the above-mentioned polemic thus: 

"This evil-minded and morally repugnant suspicion of Lenin, this shallow 
caricature of tragic intolerance of Jacobinisrn ... rust be liquidated at all costs, 
otherwise the Party is threatened by moral and theoretical decay." (Trotsky, 
Our Political Tasks, 1906). 

This paragraph alonc is sufficient to show that Trotsky who, claiming to 
be a Leninist was out to liquidate ’Stalmtsm’ and to remove Stalin, was, at 
the time when Lenin was busy building the Bolshevik Pasty, out to liquidate 
Leninism and to remove Lenin. 

The revolutionary centralised party that Lenin was trying to build had 
some resemblance to the Jacobins, the revolutionary party of the petty- 
bourgeoisie in the French revolution. But it also had a very important dif- 
ference from the Jacobins m that it was the party of the working class; it was 
the vanguard not of the petty-bourgeoisie but of the Russian working class - 
the class that had been called upon to lead the Russian people against ty- 
ranny and despotism. As already stated, it was impossible within the con- 
fines of autocratic Russia to build a revolutionary party capable of leading 
the Russian working class and the broad masses of the people on the basis 
of complete and open democracy. It had to have, therefore, by force of the 
conditions prevailing in Russia, some resemblance to the Jacobins, albeit 
with the important difference just mentioned. 

This accusation of Jacobinism called forth the following comment from 
Lenin and won Trotsky the well-deserved utle of opportunist: 

"All these ‘dreadful catchwords’ about Jacobinism express nothing more 
than opportunism. A Jacobin who is inseparably linked with the organisation 
of the proletariat which is conscious of its class interests, is a revolutionary so- 
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cial Democrat. A Gitrondist who yeams for professors and high-school stu- 
dents, who is afraid of the dictatorship of the proletariat and who sighs about 
the absolute value of the democratic demands is an opportunist." (One Step 
Forward, Two Steps Back). 


Let me give you another example, comrades, from the same book, Our 
Political Tasks, of Trotsky’s which constitutes further proof of Trotsky’s 
Menshevism and his hatred for Lenin’s Bolshevik politics. Trotsky in this 
book quotes with approval a question put by the Menshevik, Axelrod, who 
asked: 

“Why should not that wag history endow revolutionary bourgeois democ- 
racy with a leader from the school of revolutionary Marnasm? Why, was it not 
‘legal’ Marasm that provided a leader for the Liberals? Indeed why not!" 


In other words, Lenin was the likely leader of the Russian bourgeois 
class! 


Comrades, I ask you: for someone entertaining such a view of Lenin and 
his politics, is it at all difficult to see why he entertained a similar view of 
Stalin and his politics? It scarcely needs proof, comrades, that for someone 
who called Lenin the future leader of the Russian middle classes, it was not 
at all difficult to go on to accuse Stalin of aiding the rich peasantry and to 
give a call that ’Stalinism’ "*tust be liquidated at all costs, otherwise the Party 
is threatened by moral and theoretical decay." The fact is that Trotsky issued 
this call against Leninism - against "this evil-minded and morally repugnant 
suspicion of Lenin, this shallow caricature of tragic intolerance of Jacobinisrn* 
in 1906. He repeated this call again and again till the October Revolution. 
The October Revolution was at the same time a most profound refutation of 
Trotskyism, and it weakened Trotskyism. Trotskyism had its feathers 
plucked” and looked a bit "bedragpled™. It was precisely for this reason that, 
after the death of Lenin, Trotskyism adopted the tactic of not openly attack- 
ing Leninism, that is, the tactic of not launching frontal assaults on Lenin- 
ism. Instead it adopted the devious tactic of attacking Leninism in the name 
and under the guise of defending Leninism, the tactic of attacking 'Stalin- 
ism’ in order to defend’ Leninism. It is in this context, comrades, that the 
attack on comrade Stalin must be understood. It is a continuation of the at- 
tack of Trotskyism on Leninism. 


The August Bloc of liquidators and Trotsky 


Following the defeat of the 1905 Revolution in Russia, there came for- 
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ward a group of nght-wing ‘socialists’ called liquidators because they 
wanted to liquidate the centralised Party that was capable of leading the 
masses in revolution. The liquidators declared that the cra of revolutions 
was over and there could only be slow progress within the framework of the 
Tsarist constitution. Therefore, argued the liquidators, the centralised 
Party of the proletariat, with its network of underground organisations, 
should be disbanded, and they gave a call for the creation of a Liberal-La- 
bour Party, operating legally for reforms within the context of Tsarism. Bol- 
sheviks, headed by Lenin, waged a bitter struggle against the liquidators, 
whose ranks included Trotsky. Trotsky did not openly advocate liquida- 
tionism, but he did everything in the way of rendering active assistance to 
the liquidators by his ’*kowtowing’ and ’capitulation to the liquidators’. This 
is how Lenin described Trotsky’s position: 

“Such people as Trotsky with his puffed up phrases on the Russian social 
Democratic Labour ei with his sila to the ay Ree who have 


“The real pues conceal themselves behind their siahas and 
made every endeavour to frustrate the work done by anti-liquidators, that is, 
the Bolsheviks. Trotsky and the Trotskyists and opportunists like him are 


more harmful than all the liquidators, for the convinced liquidators state the 
views openly and it is easy for the workers to recognise the errors of these views. 


But Trotsky and those sumnilar to him deceive the workers, conceal the evil and 
make it impossible to expose and remedy it." (emphasis added - HB). 

Such was the attitude of Trotsky towards the revolutionary Party during 
the years of reaction following the defeat of the 1905 revolution, that ts, 
Trotsky helped the liquidators who stood for the hquidation of the Party. 
He was “more harmful than the liquidators" during this penod, and for this 
reason Lenin waged a ruthless struggic against Trotsky’s concealed liquida- 
tionism which was "more harmful” than the open liquidationism of the liqui- 
dators. 

The year 1912 saw the beginning of an upsurge of revolutionary activity 
all over Russia. In response to this upsurge, in January 1912, the Bolsheviks 
called a conference of all the Party underground organisations to discuss 
policy and lay down guidelines for the revolutionary struggle ahead. The 
conference decided to strengthen the underground organisations in Russia, 
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the Party organisations were instructed to increase their activity in the di- 
rection of the socialist education of the workers in order to enable the work- 
ing class to lead the Russian masses in their struggle for the overthrow of 
the Tsarist autocracy and the establishment of a democratic republic - a 
democratic dictatorship of the working class and peasantry. 

And what was Trotsky’s response to the 1912 Prague Conference of the 
Bolsheviks? His response was to bring together in Vienna in August 1912 
all the Russian groups living in eule who were opposed to the Bolsheviks. 
The only thing that united these groups was their opposition to the Bolshe- 
viks. All these groups were in favour of the liquidation of the underground 
Party organisations - the liquidation of the revolutionary Party of the prole- 
tariat and its substitution by a “Labour Party on Stolypin lines.” The groups 
represented - the Jewish Socialist Organisation (the Bund’), the Lettish So- 
cial Democrats, the petty-bourgeois Polish socialist Party, Trotsky and a few 
followers of his - came to be called the August Bloc’. The August Bloc be- 
came notorious because at its conference in Vienna it passed anti-Bolshevik 
and counter- revolutionary resolutions. For all practical purposes, the 
Vienna conference of the August Bloc proved to be abortive, for none of 
the groups represented at this conference had any significant connection 
with the underground organisations of workers in Russia. But the Con- 
ference proved invaluable in exposing the opportunist Menshevism of Trot- 
sky and other participants at this joke of a conference in Vienna. 


In May 1914 Lenin wrote an article entitled Disruption of Unity under 
Cover of Outcries for Unity. In this article Lenin gives a brilliant exposure of 
Trotsky’s "high-sounding and empty phrases," his factionalism, his liquida- 
Gonism and the bankruptcy of Trotsky’s August Bloc. Lenin ends this ar- 
ticle with an unforgettable description of Trotsky. This description, I 
consider, is very important to an understanding of Trotsky’s opportunism. | 
shall, therefore, quote it in full, and it is my hope that comrades will not re- 
gard it as an unnecessary digression. This is how Lenin described Trotsky 
in May 1914: 

"The old participants in the Manaan movement know Trotsky’s personality 
very well, and it is not worth while tallang to them about ut. But the younger 
generation of the workers do not know him, and it ts therefore necessary to dis- 
cuss him, for he is typical of all the five grouplets abroad, which, in fact, are 
also vacillating between the liquidators and the Party. 


"In the days of the Old Iskra (1901-03), these waverers, who flitted from the 
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Economists to the Iskraists and back again, were dubbed ’Tushino turncoats’ 
(the name given in the Troublous times in Russia to the fighting men who went 
over from one camp to another). 


"When we speak of liquidationism we speak of a definite ideological trend, 
which grew up in the course of many years, stems from Menshevism and Econ- 
omism in the twenty years’ history of Manasm, and is connected with the pol- 
icy and ideology of a definite class - the liberal bourgeoisie. 

"The only ground the "Tushino turncoats’ have for claiming that they stand 
above groups is that they borrow’ their ideas from one group one day and from 
another the next day. Trotsky was an ardent Iskraist in 1901-03, and Ryazanov 
described his role at the Congress of 1903 as 'Lenin’s tuncheon’. © At the end 
of 1903, Trotsky was an ardent Menshevik, t.e., he deserted from the Iskraists 
to the Economists. He said that ‘between the old Iskra and the new lies a gulf’. 
In 1904-05, he deserted the Mensheviks and occupied a vacillating position, 
now cooperating with Martynov (the Economist), now proclaiming his absur- 
dly left Permanent Revolution’ theory. In 1906-07, he approached the Bolshe- 
viks, and in the spring of 1907 he declared that he was in agreement with Rosa 
Luxembourg. 

"In the period of disintegration after long 'non-factional’ vacillation, he 
again went to the Right and in August 1912 he entered into a bloc with the liq- 
uidators. He has now deserted them again, although in substance he reiterates 
their shoddy ideas. 


"Such types are characteristic as fragments of the historical foundations of 
yesterday, when the mass labour movernent of Russia was still dormant and 
every grouplet was ’free’ to represent itself as a tendency, group, faction, in a 
word a ‘great power’ talking, negotiating amalgamation with others. 

"The younger generation of workers should know exactly who they are deal- 
ing with, when individuals come before ther with incredibly pretentious 
claims, unwilling absolutely to reckon with either the Party decisions, which 
since 1908 have defined and established our attitude towards liquidationism, 
or with the experience of the present day working class movement in Russia, 
which has actually brought about the unity of the majonty on the basis of the 
full recognition of the aforesaid decisions" (Lenin, CW Vol 20, pp.346-47). 

This is an apt description not only of the biggest "Tushino turncoat’ of 
his time, Leon Trotsky, but also of his followers of our own time, that is, the 
Trotskyites of the International Socialists (IS), the International Marxist 
Group (IMG), the Socialist Labour League (SLL), etc., who believe in one 
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thing today and another thing tomorrow, who borrow their ideas from Trot- 
sky today and from the Labour Party the next day, who denounce the Na- 
tional Liberation Front of South Vietnam today and ’support’ it the next day 
(sec the chapter on the Chinese Revolution). 


Trotsky continued to oppose Lenin in the latter’s attempt at building the 
revolutionary vanguard party of the proletariat right up to 1917, and it was 
not until only a few weeks before the Great October Socialist Revolution 
that Trotsky joined the Bolshewk Party. Yet this well known historical fact 
is conveniently "forgotten’, by-passed and evaded by the lying Trotskyites 
and bourgeois radical intelligentsia, by the lying Trotskyite and bourgeois 
press, who, flying in the face of historical truth, almost daily assert ad nau- 
seam that Trotsky was a Bolshevik - a Leninist. May we ask the bourgeois 
radical intelligentsia and the Trotskyite gentry: how is it that somebody who 
was always a ’Bolshevik’, always a ’Leninist’, simply was always opposing 
Lenin? This is a funny kind of ’Bolshevism-Leninism’!! According to this 
formulation, one has to remain outside the Bolshevik Party and perpetually 
to oppose Lenin to be called a ’Bolshevik-Leninist’. Strange, is it not? No, 
gentlemen Trotskyites and bourgeois intellectuals, that won’t do. The 
answer to our questions 1s: Trotsky was never a Bolshevik, never a Leninist. 
He was anti-Bolshevik and anti-Leninist. 

Trotsky did not give up his Menshevik stand on organisational questions, 
that is, on the Party, even after joming the Bolshevik Party. In 1921, when 
Trotsky’s proposal that trade unions should be ’shaken up’ and tured into 
state organs was rejected by the Central Committee of the Party, Trotsky 
went out of the room where the CC was meeting and tried to gather a few 
supporters of his for the purpose of fighting against the CC. This incident 
shows the deep disregard and hatred of bourgeois intellectuals for the Party 
and for Party discipline. 

What did Lenin think of people, such as Trotsky, who flouted the disci- 
pline of the Party? 

"Whoever," says Lenin, “weakens in the least the iron discipline of the Party 
of the proletariat (especially during the time of its dictatorship), actually aids 
the bourgeoisie against the proletariat." (CW Vol 31, p.45). 

Yes, comrades, Trotsky did weaken "the iron discipline of the Party", not 
‘in the least" either, but to an utmost degree, both before and after the Oc- 
tober Revolution. 


The trade union incident and Trotsky’s behaviour caused Lenin to say: 
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"Just think! After two plenums of the central committee (Novernber 9 and 
December 7) which were devoted to an unprecedentedly detailed, long, and 
heated discussion of the original draft of Comrade Trotsky’s theses and of the 
entire trade union policy that he advocates for the Party, a member of the Cen- 
tral Committee [1.e., Trotsky] one out of nineteen, chooses a group outside the 
Central committee and advances the 'collective’ work’ of this group as a ‘plat- 
form’ advising the Party Congress to ’choose between two trends’!!" 


Lenin continued: 


"Can it be denied that even if the ‘new tasks and methods’ were indicated 
by Trotsky as correctly as he has in fact indicated them incorrectly, Trotsky’s 
approach to the question alone would have caused harm to himself, to the 
Party, to the trade union movement, to the work of training millions of trade 
union members, and to the Republic?” (Lenin, CW Vol 32, p74, Once Again 
on the Trade Unions, the Present Situation and the Mistakes of Trotsky and 
Bukharin). 


This incident so alarmed Lenin that he caused the 10th Congress of the 
CPSU(B) to pass a special resolution against the formation of separate 
blocs, groups and factions within the Party. Lenin was of the view that Party 
members were entitled to differ with each other and to resolve their dif- 
ferences by discussion. But once a decision had been arrived at after a thor- 
ough discussion, and criticism had been exhausted, unity of will and action 
of the Party members were necessary, for without this unity a proletarian 
Party and proletarian discipline are inconceivable. This Trotsky could 
never understand. Whenever he found himself in a minority he rushed 
ahead to form a faction within the Party - thus jeopardising the Party and 
the Soviet Republic. 


To sum up, comrades, on the question of the Party, Trotskyism does not 
take the stand of Leninism. it takes an anti-Leninist stand. Without a van- 
guard organisation (the Party) the proletariat can never achieve power. Or- 
ganisation is the most potent weapon that the proletariat has for its own 
liberation. Without organisation, without the Party, there can be no prole- 
tarian revolution. On this important question of the vanguard Party of the 
proletariat, the stand of Trotskyism is similar to that of the bourgeois radi- 
cal and liberal labour politicians. On organisational matters, Trotskyism 
stands for liberalism, i.e., the creation of Labour Party types of organisation 
meant to be electoral machines within capitalism, and for the destruction of 
the Bolshevik type parties - the real revolutionary communist parties with 


104 TROTSKYISM OR LENINISM? ’ Part I 


iron discipline. 

If one stands for the disorganisation of the vanguard Party of the prole- 
tariat, as Trotskyism docs in practice, where then is the Bolshevism of such 
people? Such pcople as Trotsky who worked for the destruction of the Bol- 
shevik Party can certainly be said to have objectively worked for the con- 
tinuation of Tsarist autocracy and Tsarist military-feudal imperialism. 


Even if we had nothing else against Trotskyism, comrades, the stand of 
Trotskyism on the question of the vanguard Party of the proletariat alone 
condemns it and confirms and proves our charge that Trotskyism is an anti- 
Leninist, anti-Bolshevik tendency within the working-class movement which, 
as the Manust-Leninist movement develops, is bound by its inner logic once 
again to end up by becoming an advanced detachment of the bourgeoisie. 
But do not worry, comrades, the stand of Trotskyism on organisation is not 
the only thing that constitutes its anti-Bolshevism and anti-Leninism. And 
this brings me to the sccond topic with which I wish to deal this evening, 
namely, Lenin’s theory of revolution and Trotsky’s ’absurdly left’ theory of 
*permanent revolution’. 


NOTES 


1: This principle is true for all circumstances and is now accepted universally by all Manast- 
Leninist parties the world over. Historical experience and the needs of the struggle demand 
that the membership of the vanguard party should not be open to just anyone who cares to 
enrol himself into the party - people must be admitted into the party by the party itself. Only 
the revisionists, Trotskyites and vanous other bourgeois elements violate this Leninist pnn- 
ciple of organisation. 

2: After this Congress Plekhanov, following the policy of ‘killing with kindness’, deserted 
Lenin and joined Martov and Co. 

3: These conditions of party membership are violated by the revisionists and Trotskyites 
today just as much as they were 60 years ago. 

4: Manilovism and Khvostism: Manilovism comes from the name of Manilov in Gogol’s 
Dead Souls and mcans smug complacency, and empty sentimental day-dreaming. Khvostism 
means tailism. 


5: Commenting on the “anarchist conceptions” contained in Martov’s formulation and de- 
scribing the opportunist views of Martov, Trotsky and Co, Lenin had this to say specifically on 
the opportunist arguments of Trotsky: 

"To this category of arguments jopportunist arguments - HB] which inevitably arise when 
attempts are made to justify Martov’s formulation, belongs, in particular, Comrade Trot- 
Sky’s statement ... that ‘opportunism is created by more complex (or. is determined by more 
profound) causes than one or another clause in the Rules; it is brought about by the relative 
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level of development of the bourgeois democracy and the proletanat ..’ The point ts not that 
clauses in the Rules may produce opportunism, the point is to forge with the help ef the 
Rules a more os less trenchant weapon against opportanism. The profoander its caunes, 
the more trenchant should this weapon be. Therefore, to jastify a formaiation which opens 
the door lo opportuaism by the fact that opportunism has ‘profound causes’ is khvostixm 
{tailism) of the parest water. When Comrade Trotsky was opposed to Comrade Lieber, he 
understood that the Rules constituted the ’organised distrust’ of the whole towards the part, 
of the vanguard towards the beckward detachment, bat when Comrade Trotsky himself 
proved to be on Comrade Lieber’s side, he forgot this and even began (to jastify the weakness 
and instability of our organisation of this distrust (distrust of opportanism) by talking 
about 'complex causes’, the "level of development of the proletariaf, etc. Here bs another of 
Trotsky’s arguments: ‘It is much easier for the intellectual youth, organised in one way o7 an- 
other to enter themselves on the ruils of the Party’. Just so. That is why it is the formulation 
by which even unorganised elements may proclaim themselves Party members that saffers 
from the vagueness typical of the intellectual, and not my formatiation which removes the 
right to ’enter oneself on the rolis. Comrede Trotsky says that if the Central Commitice 
were ‘nol to recognise’ an organisation of epportunists it would only be because of the char- 
acter of certain persons, and thal once these persons were known as political individaals 
they would nol be dangerous and could be removed by a general Party beycott. This is only 
true of cases when people have to be removed from the Party (and only half true af thal, be- 
cause an organised party removes members by a vole and not by a boycott). It is absolutely 
untrue of the far more frequent cases when removal would be absurd, and wien all that is 
reqaired ts control For purposes of control, the Central Committee might, on certain con- 
ditions, deliberately admit to the Party an organisation which was not qaite reliable bat 
which was capable of working, it might do so with the object of testing it, of trying to direct 
(1 into the true path, of correcting its partial aberrations by its own guidance, etc. This 
would not be dangerous if in peneral ‘self-entering’ on the Party rolis were not allowed. It 
would often be useful for an open and responsible, controlled expression (and discussion) 
of mistaken views and mistaken tactics. ‘But if Icgal definitions are to correspond (0 actuai 
relations, Comrade Lenin's formulation must be rejected’, said Comrade Trotsky, and again 
he spoke like an opportunist Actual reletions are pot a dead thing, they live and develop. 
Legal definitions may correspond to the progressive development of these relations, but 
they may also (if these definitions are bed ones) ‘correspond’ to retrogression or stagnation. 
The latter is the ‘case’ with Comrade Martov.” (One Step Forward, Two Steps Back, Lenin's 
emphasis throughout). 

6: As a matter of fact Ryazanov’s designatton was incorrect. As Note 5 shows, at the Second 
Congress Trotsky played an opportunist role on the important question of the Party, and 
joined all the other opportunists in opposing Lenin. 


Chapter 3 


Theory of Revolution: 


Lenin’s Theory of Revolution versus Trotsky’s 
theory of Permanent Revolution’ 


"Without a revolutionary theory there can be no revolutionary 
movement." (Lenin) 


"The role of vanguard fighter can be fulfilled only by a party 
that is guided by the most advanced theory." (Lenin) 


" .. practice gropes in the dark if its path is not illumined by 
revolutionary theory." (Stalin). 


Differences between the Bolsheviks, the Mensheviks and Trotsky 
on the character of the Russian revolution. 


The Menshevik position on the character of the Russian revolution: 


mo (the reformist socialists) held that the coming revolution in 
LV SRussia was a bourgeois revolution, and in view of its bourgeois-demo- 
cratic nature the revolution must be led by the liberal bourgeoisie. The 
proletariat must not establish close relations with the peasantry, but with the 
liberal bourgeoisie. The tactics of the proletariat must be to help the liberal 
bourgeoisie achieve state power. The proletariat must not assume the 
leaciership of the revolution, for a vigorous display of revolutionary zeal by 
the proletariat might frighten the liberal bourgeoisie into the arms of the 
autocracy. The proletanat could not take part in any revolutionary provi- 
sional government either, for it would be tantamount to repeating the mis- 
take committed by the French socialists in joining the bourgeois 
government. On the contrary, the proletariat must exercise pressure from 
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without to compel the liberal bourgeoisie to carry the bourgeois-democratic 
revolution through to the end. 


In a nutshell, the Mensheviks argued, the proletariat must play a subsi- 
diary role - the role of an appendage of the liberal bourgeoisie. It must not 
play a leading role and it must not establish close relations with the peas- 
antry for that would "cause the bourgeois classes to recoil from the revolution 
and thus diminish its sweep." 


The Leninist-Boishevik position 


On the other hand, the Bolsheviks, the Revolutionary Socialists, held 
that despite the bourgeois-democratic character of the impending revol- 
ution, it was primarily the proletariat that was interested in its complete vic- 
tory, for the victory of this revolution would enable the proletariat to 
organise itself, grow politically and gain experience in the political leader- 
ship of the toiling masses and thereby pass from the stage of the bourgeois 
revolution to that of the socialist revolution. The proletariat was more in- 
terested in the complete victory of the bourgeois-democratic revolution 
than the bourgeoisie because "in a certain sense, a bourgeois revolution is 
more advantageous to the proletariat than to the bourgeoisie" (Lenin, Two 
Tactics of Social-Democracy in the Democratic Revolution). Therefore the 
proletariat must assume the leadership of the revolution. 


But the proletariat alone could not successfully carry out its task of lead- 
ing the bourgeois-democratic revolution and carrying it through tv an end 
without the assistance and active participation of a dependable ally." This 
dependable ally, the Bolsheviks held, was none other than the peasantry. 
The peasantry were interested in the success of the revolution for only such 
an outcome could enable the peasantry to settle accounts with the landlord 
class and obtain possession of their lands. 


Lenin dealt with the role of the Russian peasantry - the role that had 
been assigned to it by its class position in the coming revolution - in the fol- 
lowing terms: 

"The peasantry includes a great number of semi-proletarians as well as 
petty-bourgeois elements. This causes it to be unstable and compels the prole- 
fariat to join in a strictly class party. But the instability of the peasantry differs 
radically from the instability of the bourgeoisie, for at the present time the peas- 
antry is interested not so much in the absolute preservation of private property 
as in the confiscation of the landed estates, one of the principal forms of pri- 
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vate property. While this does not cause the peasantry to become socialists or 
cease to be petty-bourgeois, the peasantry is capable of becoming a whole- 
hearted and most radical adherent of the dernocratic revolution. The peas- 
antry will inevitably become such if only the progress of revolutionary events 
which is eniightening it is not interrupted too soon by the treachery of the bour- 
geoisie and the defeat of the proletariat. Subject io this condition, the peas- 
antry will inevitably become a bulwark of the revolution and the republic, for 
only a completely victorious revolution can give the peasantry everything in the 
sphere of agrarian reforms - everything that the peasants desire, of which they 
dream, and of which they tnuly stand in need." (Two Tactics of Social-Democ- 
racy in the Democratic Revolution). 

Further, the Bolsheviks held that the liberal bourgeoisie must be iso- 
lated, for without the isolation of this treacherous and unstable class there 
could be no question of a successful bourgeois-democratic revolution under 
the leadership of the proletariat. Dealing with the Menshevik objection that 
the Bolshevik tactics "will cause the bourgeois classes to recoil from the revol- 
ution and thus diminish its sweep" and rejecting these objections as "tactics of 
betrayal of the revolution" and as “tactics which would convert the proletariat 
into a wretched appendage of the bourgeois classes," Lenin wrote: 

"Those who really understand the role of the peasantry in a victorious Rus- 
sian revolution would not dream of saying that the sweep of the revolution 
wouid be diminished if the bourgeoisie recoiled from it. For as a matter of 
fact, the Russian revolution will begin to assume its real sweep, will really as- 
sume the widest revolutionary sweep possible in the epoch of the bourgeois- 
democratic revolution, only when the bourgeoisie recoils from it and when the 
masses of the peasantry come out as active revolutionaries side by side with the 
proletariat. In order that it may be consistently carried out to its conclusion, 
our dernocratic revolution must rely on such forces as are capable of paraly- 
sing the inevitable inconsistency of the bourgeoisie, i.e., capable precisely of 
‘Causing it to recoil from the revolution.” (Two Tactics ...) 

According to the Bolsheviks, the decisive victory over Tsarism would re- 
sult in the establishmert of a provisional government which would be a rev- 
olutionary dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry. It would be the 
function of such a government to ensure a decisive victory over Tsarism, to 
crush by force the resistance of the autocracy, neutralise the instability of 
the bourgeoisie, carry out agrarian and other democratic reforms and thus 
carry the bourgeois-democratic revolution through to the end. Citing the 
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famous thesis of Marx that: “after a revolution every provisional organisation 
of the state requires 2 dictatorship, and ar energetic dictatorship at that," Lenin 
came to the conclusion that: 

"A decisive victory of the revolution over Tsarism is the revolutionary dicta- 
torship of the proletariat and the peasantry... 

"And such @ victory will precisely be a dictatorship, i.e., u& must inevitably 
rely on military force, on the arming of the masses, on an uprising, and not un 
institutions of one kind or another, established in a ‘lawful’ or ‘peaceful’ way. 
It can only be a dictatorship, for the realisation of changes which are urgently 
and absolutely indispensable for the proletariat and the peasantry will call 
forth the desperate resistance of the landlords, of the big bourgeoisie and Tsar- 
ism. Without a dictatorship it ts iunpossible to break down resistance and to 
repel the counter-revolutionary attempts. But, of course, it will be a demo- 
cratic, not @ socialist dictatorship. It will not be able (without a series of inter- 
mediary stages of revolutionary development) to affect the foundations of 
capitalisrn.” (Two Tactics ...). 

And finally, the Bolsheviks had no intention of calling a halt at the point 
of consummation of the bourgeois-democratic revolution. They believed 
that there was no insuperable wall octween the bourgeois-democratic and 
the socialist revolution. They maintained that consequent upon the accom- 
plishment of the democratic tasks the proletariat and the other exploited 
masses would have to begin a struggle for socialist revolution. To the Bol- 
sheviks the bourgeois-democratic republic was not an end in itself, but a 
means to an end, Le., a socialist republic; the bourgeois-democratic republic 
was a necessary and indispensable step in the direction of a socialist repub- 
lic - an indispensable intermediary stage in the development of the revol- 
utionary movement in its onward and inexorable march towards the 
establishment of the dictatorship of the proletariat. But this could be re- 
alised only if the proletariat were at the head of the whole people, particu- 
larly the peasantry, in the phase of the democratic revo'ntion and at the 
head of all the toilers and exploited in the period of struggle for socialism. 
In his book Two Tactics of Social-Democracy in the Democratic Revolution, 
writing about the scope of the bourgeois revolution and the tasks of the 
proletarian party, Lenin brilliantly summed up the strategy and tactics of 
the party of the proletariat in the period of bourgeois-democratic revolution 
and dealt once and for all in a most clear way with the question of the rela- 
tion between the bourgeois revolution and the socialist revolution. He 
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wrote: 

"The proletariat must carry to completion the democratic revolution, by 
allying itself fo the mass of the peasantry in order to crush by force the resist- 
ance of the autocracy and to paralyse the instability of the bourgeoisie. The 
proletariat must accomplish the socialist revolution, by allying uself to the 
mass of the serni-proletarian elernents of the population in order to crush by 
force the resistance of the bourgeoisie and paralyse the instability of the peas- 
antry and the petty bourgeoisie. Such are the tasks of the proletariat, which the 
new Iskraists [i.e., the Mensheviks - HB] always present so narrowly in their 
arguments and resolutions about the scope of the revotution.* 

And further: 


"At the head of the whole people, and particularly of the peasantry - for 
complete freedom, for a consistent democratic revolution, for a republic! At 
the head of all the toilers and the exploited - for socialism! Such must in prac- 
tice be the policy of the revolutionary proletariat, such is the class slogan which 
must permeate and determine the solution of every tactical problem, of every 
practical step of the workers’ party during the revolution." (Two Tactics ...). 

This was the theory of uninterrupted revolution - the theory of the bour- 
geois-democralic revolution passing into the socialist revolution. 


Trotsky’s position: his theory of ‘permanent revolution’. 


Trotsky occupied a ’middle’ position that was formally different from 
both that of the Bolsheviks and that of the Mensheviks but in cssence and 
objectively was closer to the latter for all practical purposes. He agreed 
with the Bolsheviks in their estimation of the Russian liberal bourgeotsic 
(capitalists) and would have nothing to do with it. At the same time he 
found himself in complete agreement with the Menshcviks in their estima- 
tion of the peasantry. Therefore he would not have anything to do with the 
peasantry cithcr. The peasantry could not be a dependable ally, he argued. 
The spontancous movement and uprising of the peasantry might help the 
working class in its struggle against Tsarist despotism, but it was not the 
same thing as the peasantry playing the role of a revolutionary ally of the 
revolutionary working class in its struggle against autocracy. Tsarism, ac- 
cording to Trotsky, could only be replaced by a workers’ government. On 
no account could it be replaced by a joint dictatorship of the working class 
and the peasantry. And, on coming to power, it would be the function of 
this workers’ government to attack private property, including the peasant 


112 TROTSKYISM OR LENINISM? ’ Pant 


holdings. By its attack on private property the workers’ government would 
alicnate and arousc the hostility and resistance (thanks to Trotsky) of the 
majority of the population, viz., the peasantry. The resistance of the peas- 
pi ie Se ae ene government. Bat, 


Europe puntrs would cous auth 056 cL aniOunNAPaetnania 
FRIee tor Kip thocasses:to -crrich dpetei tho:ntaienieo'Gt the edited, 
Trotsky called this theory the theory of permanent revolution’, and it was 
the cause and subject of bitter controversy between Lenin and Trotsky. 


Once thing that must be stressed about Trotsky is that whenever he took 
an mcorrect and opportunist stand, he always covered if by the usc of ultra 
‘Ieft’ and ultra ’revolutionary’ phrases. He was, for example, in favour of ar- 
bitrarily jumping over the first stage of the Russian revolution. He was 
against the establishment of the dictatorship of the proletariat and peas- 
antry as a necessary prerequisite to the establishment of the dictatorship of 
the proletariat. Why? Because, be argued, "we are living in the era of im- 
perialism, and unperialism does not oppose the bourgeois nation to the old 
regime but the proletarian to the bourgeois nation.” (Trotsky, Our Revolution, 
1906). 

In view of what has been said above the two conclusions that emerge are: 

(1) Trotsky’s hostility to and lack of faith :n the peasantry, his failure to 
appreciate the revolutionary role that the peasantry is capable of playing at 
a certain stage in the development of the revolution. 

(2) From his failure to appreciate the revolutionary role of the peasantry 
followed bis subjective desire to jump over the bourgeois-democratic stage 
of the revolution and establish socialism straight away. Hence the call for a 
workers’ government to replace Tsarism. What it amounted to in practice 
was that the first stage of the revolution would not be the majority of the 
Russian people, particularly the peasantry, against the Tsar, but only the 
working class (constituting a tiny minorty of the Russian population) 
against the Tsar and the “bourgeois nation” including the peasantry. 

Acceptance of this theory of permanent revolution’ would have meant 
an acceptance of permancat counter-revolution, for it would have meant a 


ncgation of the revolutionary role that the peasantry was capable of playing, 
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and which it did play; it would have meant depriving the Russian working 
class of an extremely important and dependable ally and turning the peas- 
antry into a tool of the liberal bourgeoisie. Trotsky was to claim later that 
the revolution was betrayed by Stalin. For the moment we shall simply say 
that there would have been no revolution and consequently no ’betrayal’ if 
Trotsky had had his way, if his theory of permanent revolution’ had been 
put into practice, for there could have been no revolution in Russia without 
the revolutionary role played by the Russian peasantry. Lenin rejected the 
theory of ’permanent revolution’ in his Two Lines of the Revolution (1915), 
in which he wrote: 

“Trotsky repeats his ’original’ theory of 1905 and refuses to stop to think 
why, for ten whole years, life passed by this beautiful theory.” 

And further: "Trotsky is in fact helping the liberal labour politicians in 
Russia who by the ‘repudiation’ of the role of the peasantry mean refusal to 
rouse the peasantry." 

It took only two years to prove the correctness of Lenin’s estimation of 
the role of the pcasantry. 


In view of Trotsky’s estimation of the role of the peasantry and his con- 
sequent rejection of the peasantry as a revolutionary force, and finally his 
rejection of the stages in the development of a revolution, it is not at all sur- 
prising that Trotskyites today, in Britain as well as abroad, attack the Na- 
tional Liberation Front (NLF) of South Vietnam and its programme. It is 
not at all surprising that they characterise and dismiss the NLF programme 
as a bourgeois programme and heap abuse on it, or that they fail to see its 
anti-imperialist revolutionary character. They refuse to learn from life itself 
and “refuse to stop to think why," for 60 whole years, "life passed by this beau- 
tiful theory", the theory of ’permanent revolution’. But of this more anon. 

The theory of permanent revolution’ caused Trotsky to reach the fol- 
lowing conclusion in 1906, which he was to repeat in 1922: 


"In the absence of direct state support on the part of the European proleta- 
riat, the Russian working class will not be able to keep itself in power and 
transform its temporary rule into a stable socialist dictatorship. There ts no 
doubt about it." (Trotsky, Our Revolution, 1906). 


Trotsky reached the above conclusion in 1906. From this stand he never 


departed. et to him, the Russian revolution could not survive, let 
alone build soc without the aid of the victorious working class of the 


114 YROTSK’YISM OR LENINISM? Part I 


West European countries. With this standpoint, what was one to do if tke 
European working class was not successful in making a social revolution? 
We shall see that as the chances of a socialist revolution in West European 
countries faded away (and we cannot here go into the reasons for the failure 
of the European revolution) Trotsky started advocating a policy of desper- 
ate adventurism alternating from time to time with a policy of complcte ca- 
pitulation to international monopoly capitalism. This was the natural and 
logical consequence of his incorrect and thoroughly opportunist position in 
regard to the strategy and tactics of the Russian revolution. If one took the 
position, as Trotsky did, that the Russian revolution could not survive with- 
out the support of the European social revolution, one could only reach the 
following conclusions in the event of the European working class failing to 
seize power: 

One - that by some kind of adventurism social revolution must be ’ex- 
ported’ to West European countries; 


Two - complete surrender to international monopoly capitalism. Trot- 
sky reached both these conclusions and advocated them from time to time. 
Adventurism hand in hand with capitulationism, both of which spring 
from a lack of faith in the masses and an overest:mation of the reaction- 
aries, is the essence of Trotskyism. 


Because of his theory of ’permanent revolution’ - with its negation of the 
role of the peasantry, with its lack of faith in the ability of the proletariat to 
lead the broad masses of labouring people in achieving the victory of social- 
ism in One country, with its religious, unscientific and un-Marxist belief that 
the victory of socialism was a possibility only in the event of a simultaneous 
revolution “ia the most important countries of Europe" - Trotsky was never 
able to comprehend the peculiar features of the October Revolution. It is 
necessary for us to deal with these peculiar features of the October Revol- 
ution, and in the light of these peculiar features to ascertain the respective 
(irreconcilablc) positions of Leninism and Trotskyism. 


The peculiar features of the October Revolution 


What are the peculiar features of the October Revolution? 


The October Revolution has two peculiar features the understanding of 
which is a precondition to our understanding of the significance, both na- 
tional and international, of that revolution. These two peculiar features 
are:- 
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(1) that the dictatorship of the proletariat came into existence in Russia 
on the basis of an alliance between the proletariat and the labouring peas- 
antry, the peasantry being led by the working class; 

(2) tnat the dictatorship of the proletariat became established in a single 
country - and a backward one at that from the point of view of its capitalist 
development - while capitalism was preserved in other countries, some of 
which were highly developed capitalistically. 

These two features are of utmost umportance for us, for they not only 
represent the essence of the October Revolution and a brilliant application 
of Lenin’s theory of the dictatorship of the proletariat and his theory of 
proletarian revolution, but they also reveal the thoroughly opportunist na- 
ture of Trotsky’s theory of permanent revolution’. 

Let us, then, examine these features briefly:- 

(1) The alliance between the proletariat and the peasantry, the latter 
being led by the proletariat. 

The question of allies is one of utmost unportance. Whom will the la- 
bouring masses of the town and country support; whose reserve will they 
become - the reserve of the proletariat or that of the bourgeoisie? On this 
depends the fate, the outcome, of the revolution. The French revolutions of 
1848 and 1871 came to a bitter end mainly because the peasantry became a 
reserve of the bourgeoisie. The October Revolution was victorious because 
the peasantry became the reserve of the proletariat, becausc the proletariat 
was able to deprive the bourgeoisie of the peasant reserves. As Stalin said: 


“He who has not understood this will never comprehend the character of 
the October Revolution, or the nature of the dictatorship of the proletariat, or 
the peculiar characteristics of the internal policy of our proletarian power." 
(Problems of Leninism). 

Thus it can be seen that the dictatorship of the proletariat is a class al- 
liance of the proletariat and the peasantry, the latter led by the proletariat, 
for the revolutionary overthrow of capitalism, and for achieving the final vic- 
tory of socialism. So it is not a question, as is asserted by some people, of 
slightly’ overestunating or ‘slightly underestimating the role of the peas- 
antry; it is a question concerning the very character and foundations of the 
dictatorship of the proletariat. What, then, is Lenin’s theory of the dictator- 
ship of the proletariat? This is how Lenin formulates it: 

"The dictatorship of the proletariat is a special form of class alliance be- 
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tween the proletanat, the vanguard of the totlers, and the nurnerous non-prole- 
tarian strata of toilers (the petty bourgeoisie, the small proprietors, the peas- 
antry, the intelligentsia, etc), or the majontty of these; it is cn alliance against 
capital, an alliance aiming at the complete overthrow of capital, at the com- 
plete suppression of the resistance of the bourgeoisie and of any attempt on 
their part at restoration, an alliance aiming at the final estabtishment and con- 
solidation of Socialism" (Lenin). 

And further on: 

"If we translate the Latin, scientific, historical, philosophical term ‘dictator- 
ship of the proletanat’ into more simple language. it means just the foliowing: 
only a definite class, namely, that of the urban workers and industrial workers 
in general, ts able to lead the whole mass of the totlers and exploited in the 
struggle for the overthrow of the yoke of capital, in the process of this over- 
throw, in the struggle to maintain and consolidate the victory, in the work of 
creating the new, Socialist sociai system, in the whole struggle for the complete 
abolition of classes.” (Lenin). 


Such is Lenin’s theory of the dictatorship of the proletariat and the Oc- 
tober Revolution "represents the classic application of Lenin’s theory of the 
dictatorship of the proletariat.” (Stalin). 

These, then, are the characteristics of the first feature of the October 
Revoiution. 


What is the position of Trotskyism in the light of the first peculiar fea- 
ture of the October Revolution, that is, how do matters stand with regard to 
Trotsky’s theory of ’permancat revolution’? 


We shall not bother to state in detail Trotsky’s position in 1905 when he 
advanced the slogan ’No Tsar, but a workers’ government’, that ts, a revol- 
ution without the peasantry! Nor shall we dwell at length on Trotsky’s posi- 
tion in 1915, when, proceeding from the fact that “we are living in the era of 
imperialism", and that imperialism “sets up not the bourgeois nation in oppo- 
sition to the old regime, but the proletariat in opposition to the bourgeots na- 
tion", he arrived at the conclusion in his article The Struggle for Power that 
the role of the peasantry was bound to decline, that the peasantry was no 
longer bound to play the important role that had hitherto been attributed to 
it, that the slogan of confiscation of land no longer had the importance it 
had formerly. As is generally known, Lenin at that time rebuked Trotsky in 
the following terms for putting forward such a thesis: 
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"Trotsky is in fact helping the itberal labour politicians in Russia who by 
‘denial’ of the role of the peasantry mean refusal to rouse the peasants to revol- 
ution." 


Let us, therefore pass on to the later works of Trotsky on this subject - 
works of the period after the establishment of the dictatorship of the prole- 
tariat. Take for example Trotsky’s Preface to his book The Year 1905 written 
in 1922. This is what Trotsky says in this Preface on his theory of ’perma- 
nent zevolution’: 


"It was precisely dunng the interval between January 9 and the general 
strike of October 1905 that the views on the character of the revolutionary de- 
velopmeni of Russia which came to be known as the theory of ‘permanent rev- 
olution’ crystallised in the author’s mind. This abstruse term represented the 
idea that the Russian Revolution, whose immediate objectives were bourgeois 
in nature, would not, however, stop when these objectives had been achieved. 
The revolution would not be able to solve its immediate bourgeois problems 
except by placing the proletariat in power. And the latter, upon assuming 
power, would not be able to confine itself to the bou-:geois limits of the revol- 
ution. On the contrary, precisely in order to ensure its victory, the proletarian 
vanguard would be forced in the very early stages of its rule to make deep in- 
roads not only into feudal property but into bourgeots property as well. In this 
it would come into hostile collision not only with all the bourgeois groupings 
which supported the proletariat during the first stages of the revolutionary 
struggle, but also with the broad masses of the peasantry who had been in- 
strumental in bringing it into power. The contradictions in the position of a 
workers’ govemmen: in a backward country with an overwhelming majonty of 
peasants can be solved only on 42n intemational scale, in the arena of the 
world proletarian revolution." 


Such is Trotsky’s theory of permanent revolution’. Such is the position 
of Trotskyism on the dictatorship of the proletanat. This is how matters 
stand with regard to the theory of ‘permanent revolution’ in the light of the 
first peculiar feature or the October Revolution, namely, that the dictator- 
ship of the proletariat came to be established in Russia on the basis of an al- 
lance between the proletariat and the peasantry, the guiding force of this 
alliance being the proletariat. 


Comrades, is there anything in common between Lenin’s theory of the 
dictatorship of the proletariat and Trotsky’s theory of ’permanent revol- 
ution’? It scarcely needs proof that there is nothing in common between the 
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two. One has only to compare the above quotation from Trotsky’s Preface 
with the above two quotations from Lenin’s writings "to perceive the great 
chasm that lies between Lenin’s theory of the dictatorship of the proletanat 
and Trotsky’s theory of ‘permanent revolution™ (Stalin). 


Permit me, comrades, to sum up this point, namely the comparison be- 
tween Lenin’s theory of the dictatorship of the proletariat with Trotsky’s 
theory of ’permanent revolution’, in the immortal language of Comrade 
Stalin. Comrade Stalin says: 


"Lenin speaks of the alliance between the proletariat and the labouring 
strata of the peasantry as the basis of the dictatorship of the proletariat. Trot- 
sky sees a ‘hostile collision’ between the ‘proletarian vanguard’ and 'the broad 
masses of the peasants’. 


"Lenin speaks of the leadership of the toiling and exploited masses by the 
proletariat. Trotsky sees ‘contradictions in the position of a workers’ govern- 
ment in a backward country with an overwhelming majority of pecsants’. 

"According to Lenin, the revolution draws its strength prinantly from 
among the workers and peasants of Russia itself. According to Trotsky, the 
necessary strength can be found only ’in the arena of the world proletarian rev- 
olution. ’. 

"But what if the worid revolution is fated to arrive with some delay? Is 
there any ray of hope for our revolution? Trotsky sees no ray of hope, for ‘the 
contradictions tn the position of a workers’ goverment ... can be solved only ... 
in the arena of the world proletarian revolution.’ According to this plan, there 
is but one prospect left for our revolution: to vegetate in its own contrauictions 
and rot away while waiting for the world revolution. 


"What ts the dictatorship of the proletariat according to Lenin? 

"The dictatorship of the proletariat is a power which rests on an alliance 
between the proletanat and the labouring masses of the peasantry for ‘the com- 
plete overthrow of capital’ and for ‘the final establishment and consolidation 
of Socialism’. 

"What is the dictatorship of the proletariat according to Trotsky? 

“The dictatorship of the proletariat is a power which comes into ‘hostile 


collision ... with the broad masses of the peasants’ and seeks the solution of its 
‘co.tradictions’ only ‘in the arena of the world proletarian revolution.’ 


“What difference is there between this "theory of permanent revolution’ and 
the well-known theory of Menshevism which repudiates the concept of the dic- 
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tatorship of the proletariat? 
"In substance there is no difference. 


"There can be no doubt about tt. ’Permanent revolution’ is not a mere 
underestimation of the revolutionary potentialities of the peasant movement. 
'Permanent revolution’ is an underestimation of the peasant movement which 
leads to the repudiation of Lenin’s theory of the dictatorship of the proletariat. 


"Trotsky’s ‘permanent revolution’ is a variety of Menshevism." (Problems of 
Leninism). 

This is how matters stand with regard to the first peculiar feature of the 
October Revolution. Let us now pass on to the second peculiar feature of 
that revolution: 


(2) Victory of the revolution in a single country - capitalistically little 
developed at that - while capitalism is preserved in other more capitalisti- 
cally advanced countries. 


Lenin, from his studies of impenalism, arrived at the law of uneven 
economic and political development of the various capitalist countries. Ac- 
cording to this law, capitalist development of the various countries does not 
proceed according to a definite plan whereby one capitalist country is al- 
ways ahead of others, while other keep regularly behind it. On the contrary, 
the development of capitalist countries proceeds spasmodivally - by leaps 
ahead in the development of some and interruptions in the development of 
others. This situatioa leads to quite legitimate’ striving on the part of those 
countries, those that used to be in advance of others but have bcen left be- 
hind, to hold on to their old positions, and to equally ‘legitimate’ striving on 
the part of the countries that have leapt ahead to effect a change in thc old 
and to seize new positions. These two equally ‘legitimate’ and irreconcil- 
able strivings cannot but lead to armed clashes and inter-imperialist wars. It 
was from these contradictions that both the First World War and the Sec- 
ond arose. Germany, from being a backward country with capitalism little 
developed had leapt ahead of France and was pressing Britain in the world 
market. Britain and France’s ’legitimate’ striving to hold on to the old posi- 
tions and Germany’s equally ‘legitimate’ striving to seize new positions led 
to the inter-imperialist First World War. 


The law of uneven development proceeds from the following:- 


(1) “Capitalism has grown into a world system of colonial oppression and 
of the financial strangulation of the overwhelming majority of the population 
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of the world by a handful of ‘advanced’ countries" (Lenin, Preface to the 
French edition of imperialism, the Highest Stage of Capitalism, SW Vol 5 
p.9); 

(2) “This ‘booty’ is shared between two or three powerful worid marauders 
armed to the teeth (America, Great Britain, Japan), who involve the whole 
world in thetr war over the sharing of their booty” (ibid); 

(3) Because of the intensification of the catastrophic contradictions 
within the system of imperialism, resulting in imperialist wars and the 
growth of revolutionary movements, the world front of imperialism becomes 
easily vulnerable to revolution, and a breach in this front in individual coun- 
tries becomes a probability, 

(4) Where will this breach take place? At the weakest link in the chain 
of the world front of imperialism, where imperialism is weak and the revol- 
utionary forces strong enough to effect such a breach; 


(5S) Therefore, the victory of socialism in one country (even a backward 
country where capitalism is little developed), while capitalism is preserved 
in other countries (more developed in the capitalist sense), becomes a prob- 
ability. 

"Uneven economic and political development," says Lenin, "is an absolute 
law of capitalism. Hence, the victory of Socialism is possible first in several or 
even in one capitalist country, taken singly. The victorious proletariat of that 
country, having expropriated the capitalists and organised us own Socialist 
production, would stand up against the rest of the world, the capitalist world, 
attracting to its cause the oppressed classes of other countries, raising revolts in 
those countries against the capitalists, and in the event of necessity coming out 
even with armed force against the exploiting classes and their states." For “the 
free union of nations in Socialism is impossible without a more or less pro- 
longed and stubborn struggie by the Socialist republics against the backward 
states." (Lenin: SW Vol 5, p.141 The United States of Europe Slogan). 


And further: 


"The development of capitalisrn proceeds extremely unevenly in the vanious 
countries. at cannot be otherwise under the pliner 4 aon enet asm. 


Mi jlitary Propaninid of the Prlaaan Revolution ). 
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Such are the foundations of Lenin’s theory of proletarian revolution. 

The opportunists (be they Trotskyites, revisionists or social-democrats) 
of all countries assert that a proletarian revolution can only begin im highly 
industrialised countries. More than that - according to them the victory of 
socialism in one country, particularly a country where capitalism is not high- 
ly developed, is altogether excluded. Lenin fought against this opportunist 
theory as carly as the period of the First World War and, relying on the law 
of the uncven development of capitalism, opposed to the opportunists his 
theory of proletarian revolution. What distinguishes Lenm’s theory of 
proletarian revolution from the various opportunist theories? 

The possibility and the probability of the victory of socialism in one 
country - even if that country ts not highly developed in the capitalist sense - 
is what distinguishes Lenin’s theory of proletarian revolution from all op- 
portunist theories which assert that socialism cannot be victorious m a 
single country and a backward country at that. 

The October Revolution furnished eloquent proof of the correctness of 
Lenin’s theory of the proletarian revolution and equally cloquent proof of 
the incorrectness and of the opportunist nature of the various theories ac- 
cording to which the victory of socialism could not be achicved im a single 
country, particularly a backward one: 

"The second peculiar feature of the October Revolution,” says Stal, “lies 
in the fact that this revolution represents a model of the practical application of 
Lenin's theory of the proletarian revolution. 

“He who does not understand this peculiar feature of the October Revol- 
ution will never understand either the international nature of the revolution, or 
its colossal international might, or its peculiar foreign policy.” (Stal, Prob- 
lerns of Leninism). 

How does Trotsky’s theory of permanent revolution’ relate to Lenin’s 
theory of the proletanan revolution? 

In his book Our Revolution (1906) Trotsky wrote: 

Without direct state support from the European proletariat, the worlang 
class of Russia will not be able to maintain itself in power and to transform its 
temporary rule into a lasting Socialist dictatorship. This we cannot doubt for 
an instant." 

What is the meaning of this quotation? Its meaning ts that socialism 
cannot be victorious in one country - Russia in this instance - “without direct 
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support from the European proletariat’. Its meaning is that in Russia the 
proletariat cannot "maintain itself in power’, let alone build socialism, before 
the seizure of power by the European proletariat. 

Is there anything m common between this ’theory’ and Lenin’s theory of 
the proletarian revolution upon the victory of socialism in one country, even 
if that country is not highly developed in the capitalist sense? 

It scarcely needs saying that there is nothing in common between the 
two. 

It might be argued that Trotsky’s book Our Revohition was published in 
1906 when in was difficult to determine precisely the character of the Rus- 
sian revolution; that it contains some mistakes, and that it does not, there- 
fore, correspond to the views of Trotsky later on. But examine the views of 
Trotsky contained in another of Trotsky’s pamphlets, Prograrnmne of Peace. 
This pamphlet was published before the October Revolution and was re- 
printed in 1924 in Trotsky’s book The Year 1917. In this pamphlet Trotsky 
attacks Lenin’s theory of the proletarian revolution upon the victory of so- 
cialism in one country and opposes to it his theory of a United States of Eu- 
rope. Trotsky argues that the victory of socialism is possible only if such a 
victory is achieved in several of the principal European states, which ought 
to combine then mto a United States of Europe. According to Trotsky, a 
revolution in Russia could not be victorious without a proletarian revolution 
in Germany. Neither could the revolution be victorious in Germany without 
a revolution in other advanced European countries. Trotsky says: 


"The only more or less concrete histoncal argument advanced against the 
slogan of a United States of Europe was formulated in the Swiss Sotsial-De- 
mokrat [at that time the central organ of the Bolsheviks] in the following sen- 
tence: 'Uneven economic and political development is an absolute law of 
capitalism’. From this the Sotsial-Demokrat’ drew the conclusion that the vic- 
tory of Socialism is possible in one country, and that, therefore, there is no 
point in making the creation of a United States of Europe a condition for the 
dictatorship of the proletariat in each separate country. That capitalist devel- 
opment in different countries is uneven is an absolutely incontrovertible argu- 
ment. But this unevenness is itself extremely uneven. The capitalist level of 
England, Austria, Germany or France is not identical. But in cormparison with 
Africa and Asia all these countries represent capitalist Europe’, which has 
grown ripe for the social revolution. That no single country should ‘wait’ for 
others in its own struggle is an elernentary idea which it is useful and necessary 
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to repeat in order to prevent the substitution of the idea of expectant interna- 
tional inaction for the idea of simultaneous international action. Without 
waiting for the others, we begin and continue our struggle on our national soil, 
confident that our initiative will give an impetus to the struggle in other coun- 
tries; but if that does not happen, it will be hopeless, in the light of historical ex- 
perience and in the light of theoretical reasoning, to think that a revolutionary 
Russia, for example, could hold its own in the face of a conservative Europe, 
or that a Socialist Germany could remain isolated in a capitalist world." 


Thus what we have before us is the same old theory of permanent revol- 
ution’ which demands a simultaneous victory of proletarian revolution in the 
most important countries of Europe. Trotsky’s theory of ’permanent revol- 
ution’ excluded Lenin’s theory of proletarian revolution; Trotsky’s theory of 
*permanent’ hopelessness has nothing in common with Lenin’s theory of 
proletarian revolution upon the victory of Socialism in one country. 


Perhaps the above quotation from Trotsky’s book The Year 1917 too 
does not correspond with Trotsky’s more mature views. Let us, therefore, 
examine his later works, those written after the victory of the proletarian 
revolution in Russia, in one country. Take, for example, Trotsky’s Postscnpt 
to the new edition of his pamphlet A Prograrnme of Peace written in 1922. 
This ts what Trotsky says in this Postscript: 

"The assertion, repeated several times in A Programme of Peace, that a 
proletarian revolution cannot be cared through to @ victorious conclusion 
within the boundaries of one country may appear to some readers to have been 
refuted by the almost five years’ experience of our Soviet republic. But such a 
conclusion would be groundless. The fact that the workers’ state has main- 
tained itself against the whole world in one country, and in a backward country 
at that, bears witness to the colossal might of the proletariat which in other 
counties, more advanced, more civilised, will be capable of performing real 
miracles. But, although we have held our ground in the political and military 
sense as a State, we have not yet undertaken or even approached the task of 
creating a Socialist society ... As long as the bourgeoisie remains in power in 
the other European countries we will be compelled, in our struggle against 
economic isolation, to strive for agreement with the capitalist world; at the 
same time it may be said with certainty that these agreements may at best help 
is to mitigate some of our economic ills, to take one or another step forward, 
but that a genuine advance of Soctalist aed in Russia will become 
possible only after the 
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of Europe" (emphasis added - HB). 

Permit me, comrades, to conclude this point by quoting what Comrade 
Stalin had to say on the above quotation from Trotsky’s Postscript to his 
pamphlet, A Prograrnme of Peace: 

"Thus speaks Trotsky", says Stalin, “plainly sinning against reality and 
stubbornly trying to save his ‘permanent revolution’ from final shipwreck. 

"It appears, then, that, twist and turn as you like, we have not only ’not 
undertaken’ the task of creating a Socialist society but we have ‘not even ap- 
proached’ it. It appears that some people have been hoping for ‘agreernents 
with the capitalist world’, but it also appears that nothing will come of these 
agreements, for, twist and tum as you like, a ‘genuine advance of Socialist 
economy’ will not be possible until the proletariat has been victorious in the 
‘most important countries of Europe’. 

"Well, then, since there is still no victory in the West, the only 'choice’ that 
remains for the revolution in Russia is: either to rot away or to degenerate into 
a bourgeois state. 


"It is no accident that Trotsky had been talking for two years now about the 
‘degeneration’ of our Party. 
"It is no accident that last year Trotsky predicted the ‘doom’ of our country. 


“How can this strange ‘prospect’ be reconciled with Lenin’s view that the 
New Economic Policy would enable us ’to lay the foundation of Socialist 
economy’? 


"How can this ‘permanent’ hopelessness be reconciled, for instance, with 
the following words of Lenin’s: 


"Socialism is no longer a matter of the distant future, or an abstract picture, or an 
icon. We still retain our old bad opinion of icons. We have dragged Socialism into every- 
day life, and here we must be able to keep our bearings. This is the task of our day, the 
task of our epoch Permit me to conclude by expressing the conviction that, difficult as 
this task may be, new as it may be compared with our previous task, and no matter how 
many difficulties it may entail, we shall all - not in one day, but in the course of several 
years - all of us together fulfil it at any price; and NEP Russia will be transformed into 
Socialist Russia’ (Lenin, SW Vol 9, p.381). 


“How can this ‘permanent’ hopelessness be reconciled, for instance, with 
the following words of Lenin's: 


"As a matter of fact, the power of state over all large-scale means of production, the 
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power of state in the hands of the proletariat, the alliance of this proletariat with the many 
millions of smal] and very small peasants, the assured leadership of the peasantry by the 
proletanat, etc. - is not this all that is necessary in order to build a complete Socialist society 
from the cooperatives, from the cooperatives alone, which we formerty treated as huckster- 
ing and which from a certain aspect we have the nght to treat as such now, under NEP? Is 
this not all that is necessary for the purpose of building a complete Socialist society? This 
is not yet the building of Socialist society, but it is all that is necessary and sufficient for this 
building.” (SW Vol 9, p.403). 

"It is plain that these two views cannot be reconciled. Trotsky’s ‘permanent 
revolution’ is the negation of Lenin’s theory of the proletarian revolution; and 
conversely, Lenin’s theory of the proletarian revolution is the negation of the 
theory of ‘permanent revolution’. 

"Lack of faith in the strength and capabilities of our revolution, lack of 
faith in the strength and capabilities of the Russian proletariat - that is what 
lies at the root of the theory of ‘permanent revolution’. 

“Hitherto only one aspect of the theory of ‘permanent revolution’ has 
usually been noted - lack of faith in the revolutionary potentialities of the peas- 
ant movernent. Now, in fairness, this must be supplemented by another aspect 
- lack of faith in the strength and capabilities of the proletariat in Russia. 

"What difference is there between Trotsky’s theory and the ordinary Men- 
shevik theory that the victory of Socialism in one country, and in a backward 
country at that, is unpossible without the preliminary victory of the proletarian 
revolution 'in the principal countries of Western Europe’? 

"As a matter of fact there is no difference. 


“There can be no doubt at all. Trotsky’s theory of ‘permanent revolution’ is 
a variety of Menshevism." 

This is how matters stand with regard to the second peculiar feature of 
the October Revolution. 


Trotskyites and the bourgeois intelligentsia, in their desperate attempt 
to palm off the theory of ’permanent revolution’ as being compatible with 
Leninism, quite often assert that the trouble with Trotsky was that he ran 
too far ahead; that, though Trotsky’s theory was wrong for the year 1905, it 
proved to be correct for October 1917. It is further asserted that in April 
1917 Lenin gave up his standpoint for Trotsky’s permanent revolution’. It is 
necessary to deal with this assertion, for if it were true then it would be cor- 
rect to say that Lenin was a Trotskyite. More than that - there would be no 
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such thing as Marmsm-Leninism but Marxism-Trotskyism. Thus it can be 
seen clearly, comrades, that Trotskyites are not just attempting to make 
Trotskyism appear compatible with Leninism - they are in fact attempting to 
substitute Trotskytsm for Leninism. This is not the first time that Trot- 
skyism has made such an attempt, nor will it be the last. But we can say with 
certainty that, like all previous attempts by Trotskyism to replace Leninism 
and substitute itself as the sole proletarian (!) ideology, the present one (as 
well as future ones) will be smashed. 


One attempt to palm off Trotskyism as compatible with Leninism was 
made as carly as 1924 by Radek. Stalin, as a result of this attempt, called 
Radek the ‘votten diplomat". Here is what Radek said: 


“The war created a chasm between the peasantry, which was striving to win 
land and peace, and the petty-bourgeois parties; the war placed the peasantry 
under the leadership of the working class and of its vanguard, the Bolshevik 
Party. This rendered possible, not the dictatorship of the working class and the 
peasantry, but the dictatorship of the working class relying on the peasantry. 
What Rosa Luxernburg and Trotsky advanced against Lenin in 1905 {i.e., per- 
manent revolution] proved, as a matter of fact, to be the second stage of the 
historic development." 

No better refutation of the assertions contained in the above quotation is 
to be found anywhere than in the following lines of Comrade Stalin’s: 

"Here [1.e., in Radek’s quotation] every staternent is a distortion. It is not 
(rue that the war ‘rendered possible, not the dictatorship of the worlang class 
and the peasantry, but the dictatorship of the worlang class relying on the peas- 
antry’. Actually, the February Revolution of 1917 was the matenalisation of 
the dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry, interwoven in a peculiar 
way with the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie. 

"It is not true that the theory of ‘permanent revolution’, which Radek mod- 
estly refrains fromm mentioning, was advanced in 1905 by Rosa Luxernburg and 
Trotsky. Actually this theory was advanced by Parvus and Trotsky. Now, ten 
months later, Radek corrects hirnself and deers it necessary to rebuke Parvus 
for the theory of permanent revolution’. But in all faimess Radek should also 
rebuke Parvus’ partner Trotsky. 


"It is not true that the theory of 'permanent revolution’, which was brushed 
aside by the 1905 Revolution, proved to be correct in the ’second stage of the 
historic development’, that is, during the October Revolution. Its whole devel- 
opment has demonstrated and proved the utter banikvuptcy of the theory of 


‘permanent revolution’ and its absolute incompatibility with the foundations of 
Leninism. 

“Honeyed speeches and rotten diplomacy cannot hide the yawning chasm 
which lies between the theory of ‘permanent revolution’ and Leninism.” 


NOTES 


1. "The problem of the labouring masses of the petty bourgeoisie, both arban and rural, the 
problem of winning these masses to the side of the proletariat, is of exceptional importance 
for the proletarian revolution. Whom will the labouring people of town and country sup- 
port in the struggle for power, the bourgeoisie or the proletariat, whose reserve will they 
become, the reserve of the bourgeoisie or the reserve of the proletariat - on this depend the 
fate of the revolution and the stability of the dictatorship of the proletariat. The revolations 
in France in 1848 and 1871 came to grief chiefly because the peasant reserves proved to be 
on the side of the bourgeoisie. The October Revolation was victorious because it was able to 
deprive the bourgeoisie of its peasant reserves, becnuse it was able to win these reserves to 
the side of the proletariat, and becanse im this revolution the proletariat proved to be the 
only guiding force for the vasi masses of the labouring people of town and country. 


“He whe has not understood this will never comprebend the character of the October Rev- 
olution, or the nature of the dictatorship of the proletariat, er the peculiar characteristics of 
the internal policy of our proletarian power.” Problems ef Leninism). 


Chapter 4 


Conclusion to Part I: 


Trotskyism - Enemy of Proletarian Revolution and 
National Liberation Movements 


c the light of what has already been stated, it becomes our bounden duty, 
comrades, to reject Trotskyism and to expose and oppose it as a perni- 
cious bourgeois ideology. This is of special importance for us, living as we 
do in an imperialist country, for acceptance of Trotskyism by the workers 
can only lead them to making an alliance with their ’own’ imperialist bour- 
geoisie. Why is that so? It is so because, according to Trotskyism, "a ge- 
nuine advance of socialist economy ... will become possible only after the 
victory of the proletariat in the most important countries of Europe" and fur- 
ther: 


“Without direct state support from the European proletariat, the working 
class ... will not be able to maintain itself in power and to transform its tempor- 
ary rule into a lasting socialist dictatorship. This we cannot doubt for an in- 
stant." 


So, according to Trotskyism, Socialist revolution cannot be successful in 
capitalistically less advanced countnes; socialism cannot be built in these 
countries - not until after "the victory of the proletariat in the most important 
countries of Europe”. 

But what if the proletariat of a backward country is successful in making 
a revolution, but its success is not followed by "the victory of the proletariat in 
the most unportant counties of Europe"? Answers Trotskyism: “*... but if 
that does not happen |i.c., if the victory of the proletariat in a backward 
country such as Russia was before 1917 is not followed by the victory of the 
European proletaniat] it will be hopeless, in the light of historical experience 
and in the light of theoretical reasoning, to think that a revolutionary Russia 
{or, for the same reason, any other backward country}, for example, could 
hold its own in the face of a conservative Europe, or that a socialist Germany 
could remain isolated in a capitalist world." 
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In other words, the advice of Trotskyism to the victorious proletariat of a 
backward country in these circumstances would be: surrender uncondition- 
ally - capitulate - make your peace with your ’own’ bourgeoisie and with im- 
perialism, for your position is "hopeless"; since in your country, “in the light 
of historical experience and in the light of theoretical reasoning’, you cannot 
hold your own "in the face of a Conservative Europe"; since "proletarian revol- 
ution cannot be carried through to a victorious conclusion within the boun- 
daries of one country", and so on and so forth. 

This stance of Trotskyism, embodied in Trotsky’s theory of ’permanent 
revolution’ constitutes its real counter-revolutionary essence. No amount of 
ultra-’left’ phrasemongering can hide this counter-revolutionary essence of 
Trotskyism. It is this stance of Trotskyism which makes it the most staunch 
supporter of imperialism; if its advice were to be followed by the victorious 
proletariat of a backward country, it would lead to the restoration of capi- 
talism in that country and thus strengthen imperialism. The effect of the 
strengthening of imperialism would in turn be to make even more difficult 
"the victory of the proletariat in the most important countries of Europe". Thus 
we would neither have the proletarian dictatorship in the given country, nor 
would we be any nearer a socialist Europe, thanks to the advice of Trot- 
skyism. The result could only be the strengthening of imperialism and to 
enable it more easily to bring the European proletariat under its domina- 
tion. The European proletariat will be nearer to victory precisely at the 
time when imperialism has been rendered weak, and not in consequence of 
its strengthening. The road of Trotskyism, the road of the theory of ’perma- 
nent revolution’, leads to permanent reaction and permanent counter-revol- 
ution - it is the road of permanent hopelessness. 


Trotsky’s theory of ‘permanent revolution’, because of its denial of the 
revolutionary role of the peasantry, maintains that in those countries in 
which feudalism is still the predominant force, feudalism can only be re- 
placed by a workers’ government; in other words, Trotskyism denies the 
stages of the revolution - it denies the intermediate stage of a people’s 
democratic revolution, i.c., a revolution which puts an end to feudalism but 
does not at one go institute socialism, a revolution which becomes socialism 
only after it has accomplished its democratic tasks and in course of which a 
necessary realignment of class forces has taken place. Trotskyism denies 
the theory of the new-democratic revolution, which is the Marxist-Leninist 
theory of revolution. by stages, as well as the Marxist-Leninist theory of un- 
interrupted revolution. Trotskyism believes, and could not but believe on 
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account of its denial of the revolutionary role of the peasantry, in subjective- 
ly jumping the stages’ of the revolution. The result is two-fold: (1) it is pre- 
paring for the future tasks now and is negiecting the present-day tasks; and 
(2) it fails to give support to the national liberation struggles, such as the 
heroic struggle of the Vietnamese people for national liberation, under the 
pretext that the programme of the National Liberation Front of South Viet- 
nam is "bourgeois’. In so doing Trotskyism acts as a disorganising force 
within the solidarity movement with the peoples of oppressed countries, 
drives a wedge between the European proletariat and the oppressed peo- 
ples of the world struggling against imperialism, and renders an all-powerful 
support to imperialism. Such, for example, has been the case with the 
movement in this country for solidarity with the heroic Vietnamese people. 
The Trotskyites, along with the revisionists, have been doing all they could 
to sabotage the solidanty movement, and they had some success. I am not 
writing a full history of the Vietnam solidarity movement. That would have 
to be done elsewhere and at some other time. But a few cxamples to dem- 
onstrate the counter-revolutionary positions to which the acceptance of the 
theory of ’permanent revolution’ has led the Trotskyites would be quite in 
place. 

The Trotskyites have all along refused to support the programme of the 
NLF on the ground that it is a ‘bourgeois’ programme. This they do be- 
cause, being followers of the theory of ’permanent revolution’ which denies 
the revolutionary role of the peasantry, they do not recognise the stages of 
the Vietnamese revolution. They subjectively want to jump, or skip over, 
the stage of national liberation. In other words they want socialism estab- 
lished in the Southern half of Vietnam before the Vietnamese people have 
achieved national liberation by defeating the US imperialist aggressors and 
before they have completed the democratic tasks of the Vietnamese revol- 
ution. According to the Trotskyites, the rule of feudalism and imperialism 
in South Vietnam can only be replaced by a workers’ government. All this 
sounds very revolutionary but is in essence reactionary nonsense. The result 
of pursuing such a course as is advocated by the Trotskyites would be that 
not only would socialism not be established in South Vietnam, but that even 
national liberation would not be achieved. The vast majority of the South 
Vietnamese people, who have been fighting a glorious battle against im- 
perialism and for national salvation, have done so because they are all 
agreed and united in their determination to defeat US aggression, achieve 
national liberation and establish a people’s democratic republic. At this 
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stage a socialist programme could only have the effect of causing a breach 
in the united national front against imperialism; at this stage a socialist pro- 
gramme would render the most profound assistance to US imperialism. 
Thus it can be seen that when the Trotskyites condemn the NLF they are 
rendering priceless service to US umperialism. This is what their ultra-’left’ 
phrasemongering amounts to: a disruption of the liberation struggles in 
servility to imperialism. 


The Trotskyites have all along heaped abuse on the great leader of the 
Indo-Chinese people, Comrade Ho Chi Minh. What did Comrade Ho Chi 
Minh do to deserve such treatment? The answer is that he acted in a thor- 
oughly revolutionary way, led the Vietnamese people from victory to victory, 
led them in establishing socialism in the Democratic Republic of Vietnam, 
and thus proved in practice the bankruptcy and reactionary nature of the 
theory of permanent revolution’ according to which socialism cannot be 
built in a single backward country. In other words he did the same as had 
been done in the USSR under the leadership of Stalin. Is it any wonder that 
the Trotskyites call Comrade Ho Chi Minh a "Stalinist bureaucrat"? Anyone 
who does not abide by the defeatist and reactionary theory of permanent 
revolution’ is a "Stalinist bureaucrat” as far as these degenerates, the Trot- 
skyites, are concerned. 


In calling Ho Chi Minh a bureaucrat and by heaping abuse on the NLF, 
the Trotskyites are able to present to the working class here the struggle of 
the Vietnamese people as a reactionary struggle which ts not, therefore, 
worth while supporting. The result is that the solidarity movement is sub- 
verted and the British proletariat continues to believe the lies put out on this 
question by the British impenalist government and by the imperialist press. 
These portray the Vietnamese people in struggle as blood-thirsty murderers 
who have been committing aggression against the USA for years, and the 
USA as waging only a defensive war! It is easy for the prc of Britain 
to believe these lies for two reasons: 

(a) because it lives in an imperialist country, and 

(b) because there are communists’, such as the Trotskyites, who echo 
the lies of nperialism. 

It is clear then that the Trotskyites are a major block in the way of the 
Bnitush proletariat performing its proletarian imternationalist duties. The 
European proletariat, the British included, will never be able to make a 
revolution uniess and until it becomes thoroughly imbued with the spirit of 


Chapter 4 CONCLUSION TO PART I 133 


proletarian internationalism, until it links its own struggle with the 
struggie of the oppressed peoples and proletarians for national liberation 
and proletarian revolution, and renders the most profound fraternal as- 
sistance to such struggles. This truth cannot be insisted upon too frequent- 
ly. And anyone who stands in the way of the British proletariat performing 
this duty is putting off the day of revolution here and is a counter-revol- 
utionary. Trotskyites are precisely such counter- revolutionaries. This truth 
cannot be insisted upon too frequently. 


What applies to the struggle of the Vietnamese people also applies, by 
logical extension, to the struggles of the oppressed people elsewhere, and 
the Trotskyites do their dirty work there just the same. To demonstrate the 
depths of utter degeneration attained by the Trotskyites, I would like to 
quote from a recent leaflet issued by one of the Trotskyite organisations, 
Solidarity. As one goes through this passage one cannot but have feelings of 
revulsion for these Trotskyites. You are forewarned, comrades. According 
to this leaflet the war in Victnam is not an imperialist war of aggression in- 
flicted by US imperialism against the peace-loving Vietnamese people, but 
it is "an inter- imperialist conflict". Therefore, urge the degenerate Trot- 
skyite authors of this leaflet, the "Bolshevik left" should not take sides. They 
then go on to denounce those who present the war in Vietnam as a “unilat- 
eral effort, a product of the American ogre”. The leaflet then goes on to de- 
nounce the Marxist-Leninist theory of revolution by stages: "the Vietnam 
experience ... shows the wretchedness of the Stalinist approach based on ‘two 
stages™. It then goes on to spread the malicious slander that in 1945 “count- 
less workers were murdered by the butcher Ho Chi Minh ...". According to the 
Trotskyite writers of this leaflet, "the victory of either side {in the Vietnam 
war] is detrimental to the struggle for world socialism.". To cover up their dis- 
gusting treachery the Trotskyite agents of the bourgeoisie end this leaflet by 
calling for "the establishment of world-wide self-management.“ To acquaint 
you with real Trotskyism, Trotskyism in an undisguised counter-revolution- 
ary form, I propose to quote this leaflet in full. I have no doubt, comrades, 
that when you are acquainted with the contents of this leaflet you will fully 
understand our position and agree with us when we say that Trotskyism is 
counter-revolutionary and that it constitutes a reliable support for imperial- 
ism. Here then is what this leaflet says: 


"VIETNAM - Victory for whom? 
"The Vietnam war's recent escalation painfully illustrates the realities of 
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our epoch; big power politics against working people. The 9 week old offensive 
of the DRVN/NLF, launched with massive Russian and Chinese aid, against 
the Saigon regime has altered the picture in South East Asia. The war is an 
inter- imperialist conflict whose political solution is being decided in Moscow, 
Washington, Peking and Paris, to the detriment of the masses in Vietnam, 
Cambodia, Laos and the US. Unable to see this, the Bolshevik left in Britain 
is urging us to take sides in this barbarous conflict. 

"The war is presented by them as a unilateral imperialist effort, a product of 
the American ogre. The DRVN/NLF side ts painted in glowing colours: ’ ... a 
Vietnamese victory in the south would be a big boost to the socialist revol- 
ution in other parts of the world.’ (Red Mole, 15 May 1972). IS, anaous to 
recruit on the basis of opportunism, screams: ’Victory to the NLF! Defeat 
Nixon’s blockade!’ (Socialist Worker, 3 June 1972). Others, like the CP, call 
for ‘peace’ and the implementation of the 1954 Geneva Agreements. The as- 
sumption is that working people should have no say over their lives and that 
political bureaucracies should negotiate on their behalf. Another assumption 
is that the struggle for socialism in Vietnam is out of the question ‘now’. The 
more degenerate Bolsheviks get over this one by identifying ‘national liberation’ 
with ’socialism’. In either case a monstrous falsification. 

"These approaches are exernplified by the following pearis: ’ ... when the issue 
of American power is settled, we know what kind of regime and policies the NLF will then 
choose - and be forced to choose by the logic of their situation. But that is, for the moment, 
another fight, the real fight for socialism.’ ([S 32, Neither Washington nor Moscow - 
But Vietnam?) 


"The Vietnam expenence (as in Spain 1936) shows the wretchedness of the 
Stalinist approach based on ’two Stages’ (both directed, of course, by ’The 
Party’). Is it necessary to recall the Saigon commune of 1945 when countless 
Vietnamese workers were murdered by the butcher Ho Chi Minh in collusion 
with French and Brash unpenalism? There you had an incipient socialist up- 
rising wiped out by the very gangsters the Bolshevik left supports so hysterically. 
Hanoi’s crushing of the peasant resistance to collectivisation in Nghe An prov- 
ince in 1956 is also conveniently forgotten. The drafted teenage peasants who 
are perishing right now in Hue, Kontum and An Loc testify to the callousness 
of the Hanoi regime’s new offensive; the fleeing population and the obvious 
lack of civilian support provide further proof that the population have nothing 
to gain by either side’s victory. 

"What do all the Bolshevik mystifications amount to? They simply hide the 
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essence of the conflict: both_sides in the Vietnam war represent imperialist in- 
terests. Though the Hanoi regime’s ideological and military dependence on 
Russia and China is different from that of the Thieu regime on the US, the vic- 
tory of either side is detrimental to the struggle for world socialism. The victory 
of the NLF and Hanoi will strengthen Russian and Chinese wnpenalisms 
against US wnperialism. A ’negotiated settlement’ will simply extend the war 
for another generation. We leave it to the social patriots of state capitalism to 
choose the imperialism of their taste. Just like they advocate Victory to the 
IRA’ in Britain, they advocate similar reactionary solutions in other parts of 
the world. Their rationale is that such ‘victones’ weaken Western imperialism, 
but the past 50 years of national liberation struggles give the lie to such clairns. 
Victories posed on the basis of nationalism or race are not @ link to socialism 
and in fact they strengthen bourgeois and authoritarian ideologies, which fur- 
ther dernoralises working people. 

"We believe that the main enemy is at home. We are for an effective cam- 
paign against the British governmext’s collaboration with Amencan wunpenal- 
ism in Vietnam. This does not mean, however, support to the NLF. On the 
contrary, how about a demonstration against the Russian Embassy in Millio- 
naire’s Row? 

"Finally, the only solution to this barbaric conflict is a socialist one: against 
American imperialism, against the NLF and the Hanoi bureaucrats, for the 
fraternisation of American and Vietnamese troops, for the defeat of both sides 
in their home countries, for the turning of the imperialist rear into a civil war 
based on class against class - that is for the establishment of world-wide self- 
management." 

This leaflet speaks for itself and no comment is necessary on this revolt- 
ing piece of counter-revolutionary Trotskyism - it corroborates everything 
that has already been stated. 7 There are two points, however, that I would 
like to mention by way of clarification, in order to disentangle the web of 
confusion spun by this Icaflet. 

(1) The Trotskyites of Solidarity, the authors of the above leaflet, de- 
scribe other degenerate and counter-revolutionary Trotskyite organisations 
such as the International Marxist Group (IMG) who are the publishers of 
Red Mole and the International Socialists (IS) who produce Socialist Worker 
as the "Bolshevik left’. This is an attempt to palm off counter-revolutionary 
Trotskyite bourgeois organisations as Bolshevik type organisations, and to 
confuse counter-revolutionary Trotskyism with revolutionary Bolshevism - 
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Leninism. The truth ts that the various Trotskyite organisations put 
together constitute not the Bolshevik left but the Menshevik right. 


(2) The authors of this leaflet produce some quotations from Red Mole 
and Socialist Worker in an effort to show that the IMG and IS support the 
struggic of the Vietnamese people against US imperialist aggression, and 
for national liberation. This is not true. The IMG and IS do not support 
the struggle of the Vietnamese people for national liberation. As stated 
above, they have for years been denouncing the NLF and heaping abuse on 
the great leader of the Vietnamese people, Comrade Ho Chi Minh. People 
like Tariq Ali of the IMG and suchlike scum from IS, the Socialist Labour 
League, ctc., have often condemned Comrade Ho Chi Minh as a ’Stalinist 
bureaucrat’. They split the big demonstration of 27 October 1968 on Viet- 
nam against US imperialist aggression and refused to march to the US em- 
bassy. Instead they took 50,000 people on a diversionary picnic to Hyde 
Park Corner. They refused to accept the three slogans of the March, i.e., 
7?US AGGRESSORS GET OUT OF VIETNAM NOW!’ ’VICTORY TO 
THE NLFY and "LONG LIVE HO CHI MINH" Tanig Ali objected to the 
second and third slogans on the grounds that the programme of the NLF 
was bourgeois and that Ho Chi Minh was a Stalinist bureaucrat. We told 
him that if that was how he felt then he should carry a placard on him bear- 
ing slogans to that effect. He did not dare do so, needlcss to say. Had he 
carried such a placard the thousands of people assembicd at the demonstra- 
tion would have lynched him. Instead, under pressure from the rank and 
file, and in front of TV cameras, Tariq Ali gave us an example of his hypo- 
crisy by shouting slogans such as ’Victory to the NLF and ’Long live Ho Chi 
Minh’. All this was done to hoodwink the masses and to be able to subvert 
the solidarity movement successfully. 


It is mnconcervable that these same Trotskyites should suddenly have 
changed their line. If they have then they should say so. If they were ge- 
nuinely to change their linc, then they would cease to be Trotskyites. As a 
matter of fact, however, they have not changed theur line at all. The IS ’sup- 
ports’ the NLF, as the quotation in the leaflet from IS 32 shows, because it 
thinks that the NLF is engaged in establishing socialism without stages. 
This really is not a support’ for the NLF but a desperate attcmpt to explain 
their own past conduct and save the theory of ’permanent revolution’ from 
final shipwreck. Years of struggle have proved the absolute correctness of 
the NLF programme and the total bankruptcy of the Trotskyist line. {n- 
stead of now admitting the bankruptcy of Trotskyism and jettisoning it, the 
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bankruptcy of their own line over the years, the Trotskyites of the IS are 
going around distorting the line and programme of the NLF. Even the wni- 
ters of this leaflet are able to see through this distortion and therefore de- 
scribe them as ‘degenerate Bolsheviks’! i.e.. degenerate Trotskyists. 
Socialism will be established in South Vietnam but only after the Viet- 
namese people have gone through the stage of national liberation and have 
completed the democratic tasks of the Vietnamese revolution. This is the 
simple truth, gentlemen Trotskyists, that you have never understood, nor 
will you ever understand in the future unless you give up kneeling in prayer 
before the “absurdly left theory of permanent revolution". 

Likewise the IMG do not support the NLF cither. Both the IS and the 
IMG ’support’ the NLF not for what it actually stands for but for what they 
think it stands for, and the two are quite different. They have been publish- 
ing material of late which gives the impression that the Trotskyites have 
begun to ’support’ the NLF because the latter have given up their carlier 
correct stand and adopted the Trotskyist line. Nothing could be farther 
from the truth than this absurd suggestion. What then is the real reason for 
the apparent support’ that the Trotskyites of the IMG and IS have been gyv- 
ing lately to the NLF? The reason is that the NLF are on the verge of vic- 
tory: by pursuing their correct programme they have defeated the US 
imperialist aggressors. Therefore the Trotskyites are in a hurry to associate 
themselves with the impending total victory of the Vietnamese people. 
They are in a hurry to present the victory of the Vietnamese people, which 
victory they have done everything they could to sabotage, as their own - as 
the result of their ’solidanity’ actions. 

More than that, the switch in the Trotskyist line on Vietnam coinaded 
with Nixon’s trip to China. The Trotskyites have conducted propaganda to 
the effect that the Chinese werc meeting Nixon to do a ’deal’ on the ques- 
tion of Vietnam over the heads of the Vietnamesc people. This was part 
and parcel of their daily propaganda against this bastion of socialism. The 
truth is that the Chinese government, Party and people have demonstrated 
in practice that they are the most reliable allies of the Vietnamese people 
and that they would never make a ’deal’ with US impcrialism at the cost of 
the Vietnamese people. Nixon went to China in recognition of the weak- 
ened position of US imperialism. US impenalism can no longer refuse to 
recognise the reality of China’s existence. Nixon may have expected all 
kinds of ’deals’ (all reactionaries do that) but he certainly did not get one in 
China. The Trotskyites in order to malign China and spread malicious 
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slander started screaming “the Chinese bureaucrats are selling the Vietnamese 
people’s struggle out." In order to get this malicious slander across, the Trot- 
skyite counter- revolutionaries had to appear to support the NLF. This then 
is the explanation. The truth is that it is the Trotskyite bureaucrats who 
have been all along doing their best to undermine the struggle of the Viet- 
namese people. The Chinese comrades, on the other hand, have been giv- 
ing wholehearted support, material as well as political, to the Vietnamese 
people. 

In addition to the reasons given above, we should also reject Trotskyism 
because, according to Trotskyism, a victory of socialism is not possible in a 
single country, even if this country is the most advanced capitalistically, for 
“it will be hopeless ... to think that a revolutionary Russia, for example, could 
hold its own in the face of a conservative Europe, or that a socialist Germany 
could remain isolated in a capitalist world” (Trotsky). 

In other words, if the British proletariat were to be successful in over- 
throwing capitalism and establishing the dictatorship of the proletariat, all 
will be lost unless the victory of the British proletariat were to be followed 
by the victory of the proletariat in other "important European countries’ and 
maybe the USA as well. What Trotskyism demands, therefore, is a simulta- 
neous worldwide victory of socialism. This is an impossibility - a mere 
dream. The proletarian revolution cannot take place all over the world at 
once; it will be successful, says Leninism, first in one or a few countries and 
then in others and eventually in all the countries of the world. In fact we 
may say “ut the light of histoncal experience and in the light of theoretical rea- 
soning” that the world revolution will not take place simultaneously. Since 
the course of rcvolution does not mun according to the preconceived 
schemes of Trotskyism, the latter, instead of admitting its own bankruptcy, 
is advocating that no revolution should be defended - that no socialism 
should be built in individual countries. And if revolutionaries do not accept 
this advice from them then they are ’traitors and Stalinist bureaucrats’ who 
are betraying the revolution’. Such then is the reactionary nature of Trot- 


skyism. 


To sum up, comrades, we should expose and oppose Trotskyism as a 
bourgeois ideology which is opposed to the building of socialism and na- 
tional liberation - an ideology which constitutes a most reliable support for 
imperialism. We must get across to the class-conscious proletariat and help 
it to educate itself in the spirit of intolerance to the bourgeois ideology of 
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Trotskyism. It is our task to bury this ideology. If the present series of lec- 
tures contributes to this, its main aim, we in the Association of Communist 
Workers will consider it an honour to have played some part. 


NOTES 


1: “It is very harmfal to confuse the two stages, that is, the national-democratic and the so- 
clalist revolutions. Comrade Mao Zedong criticised the wrong idea of 'accomplishing both 
at one stroke’ and pointed oui that this utopian idea could only weaken the struggle against 
imperialism and its leckeys, the most urgent task at that time. The Kuomintang reaction- 
aries and the Trotskyites they hired during the War of Resistance deliberately confused 
these two stages of the Chinese revolution, proclaiming the ‘theory of a single revolution’ 
and preaching so-called ‘socialism’ withoul any Communist Party. With this preposterous 
theory they attempted to swallow ap the Commuanist Party, wipe oul any revolution and 
prevent the advance of the national-democratic revolution, and they used it as a pretext for 
their non- resistance and capitelation to imperialism This reactionary theory was buried 
long ago by the history of the Chimese revolation.” (Lin Piao, Long Live the Victory of 
People’s War). 

2: In its issue number 557, the little-known Trotskyite paper Socialist Organiser carned, with 
malicious glee, the following disgusting piece apropos Chns Hani, one of the greatest of all 
the fighters for the liberation of the black people of South Afnca, in the wake of his foul mur- 
der at the hands of South African fascism: 


"A fighter, but a Stalinist 


“Chris Hani was a fighter. He was born in poverty in the rural Transkei His mother was il- 
literate and his father was a miner who worked handreds of miles away In the Transvaal 
He dedicated his life to the overthrow of the white racist regime In South Africa, and for 
that dedication he was murdered. 


“But Hani was nol just a fighter. He was also a victous Stalinist 


"In 1984 Hani became political commissar and deputy commander of the ANC’s armed 
wing, Umkhonto we Sizwe. That was the year of the mutinies in the ANC’s Angolan camps. 
Youth from the ’Soweto peneration’, radicalised in the uprising of 1976, rebelled after their 
demand to be sent back to South Africa to fight was refused. 


“Hani was responsible for the suppression of the mutiny and the jailing of dissident ANC 
guerrillas in the notorious Quatro prison camp in Angola, which was run by people trained 
by the KGB and the hated East German secret police, the Stasi. 

“The fact that the liberal press ts now full of eulogies to this 'supremely honest man’ shows 
how profoandly true the old saying is thal the more things change, the more they stay the 
same’. 

"In the 1930s, the USSR's torture chambers, its Gulag, and Stalin's rule of the lie were 
defended and justified by liberals and Stalinists as the ‘lesser evil’. So today, liberals, Sta- 
linists and third-worldists seem to be prepared to forget that if Hani had ever come to 
power it would have been as part of a state machine imposing an iron tyranny on the work- 
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ing class. 
"Even afier 1989 it ts still possible to be both a fightes against capitaliam and an enemy of 
working-class socialism Chris Hani proved it" 


Part II 


Socialism in One Country 


"Uneven economic development is an absolute law of 
capitalism. Hence, the victory of socialism is 
possible, first in a few or even in a single capitalist 
country." 


- Lenin 


Chapter 5 


Socialism in One Country 


Troteky’s Position 


To stubbornly adhering to his ’theory of permanent revolution’ was 
of the view that socialism could not be built in backward Russia without 
the help of a successful proletarian revolution in the advanced capitalist 
countries. 

"The antagonisms", said Trotsky in his Preface to his book on the 1905 
revolution, “which appear under a workers’ government in a backward land 
where the vast majority of the population is made up of peasants can only be 
solved in the international arena of the proletarian world revolution. 

"In the absence of direct state support on the part of the European proleta- 
riat, the Russian working class will not be able to keep itself in power and 
transform its temporary rule into a stable socialist dictatorship. No doubt as to 
the truth of this is possible." (Trotsky, Our Revolution, 1906). 

"The assertion repeated several arnes in the Programme of Peace that the 
proletarian revolution cannot be carried through to a victorious end within the 
national framework will perhaps appear to many readers to have been refuted 
by the experience of our Soviet Republic for almost five years. Any such con- 
clusion would be utterly without foundation ... a steady rise in socialist econ- 
omy in Russia will not be possible until after the victory of the proletariat in the 
leading countries of Europe” (Trotsky, Postscript to Prograrnme of Peace, 
1922). 

This is the stand taken by Trotsky consistently over a long period of time 
and as a matter of fact he never departed from this stand even when he gave 
the appearance of having done so. With this theoretical standpomt, which 
under-estimated the ability of the broad masses of Russian people to build 
socialism and over-cstimated the dark forces of reaction, Trotsky could not 
but oppose the policy of building socialism in the USSR. Thus the position 
of Trotsky was nothing but a new variant of Menshevism. The Russian 
Mensheviks said: ’Russia is a backward country, and therefore the sole 
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possibility is a bourgeois revolution which will give an impetus to the devel- 
opment of capitalism in Russia’. Trotsky says ’No, a proletarian revolution 
is possible, but unless this is speedily followed by a proletarian revolution in 
Europe, it 1s doomed to collapse’. Thus it can be seen that there is no basic 
disagreement between the Menshevik and the Trotskyite views. Both of 
them ardently bebeved that it was impossible for Russia to build socialism 
on her own owing to her backwardness. 


Failure of the European revoiution and the alternatives open to the 
Soviet working class. 


Now, it ts perfectly true that the Bolsheviks thought and expected that 
the revolution in Russia would be followed by revolution in many European 
countries. Their expectation was based on the objective revolutionary situ- 
ation then prevailing in Europe. But the hopes and expectations of the Bol- 
sheviks failed to be realised, thanks, mfer alia, to the treachery and 
opportunism of official social-democracy. By 1922 the European bour- 
geoisic had achieved conditions of relative stability and it was clear that the 
chances of successful proletanan revolution m Europe had faded for a good 
many ycars to come. So, m this situation - viz., the Russian proletaniat being 
m state power but no proletarian revolution in Europe - what was the Rus- 
sian proletariat to do? What were the alternatives open to it? 

There were two avenues open to the Russian proletanat:- 

(1) It could cither take the advice of Trotsky and declare that “in the ab- 
sence of direct state support on the part of the European proletariat” the Rus- 
sian proletariat could not stay im power, let alone build socialism, and 
should make its peace with the mternafional and national bourgeoisie and 
hand over state power to the very same class that had been deprived of it in 
October 1917, and thus demonstrate that the working class was incapable of 
ruling and building socialism; or 

(2) Alternatively it could resolve, despite immense difficulties, to build 
socialism in the USSR and thus demonstrate to the proletarians and broad 
masses not only of the USSR but of the whole world “the conviction that the 
working class can get along without the bourgeoisie". 

This is how Comrade Stalin brilliantly outlined the significance of build- 
ing socialism im the USSR: 

"What do the proletarians of the West need in order to win their way to vic- 
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tory? Above all, they need faith in their own powers; a conviction that the 
working class can get along without the bourgeoisie; the conviction that the 
working class ts competent, not only to destroy the old, but likewise to build up 
the new, to build up socialism. The main endeavour of the social-dernocrats, 
the reformists, is to instil scepticism into the workers’ minds, to make the wor- 
kers doubt their own powers, doubt their capacity for winning by force a victory 
over the bourgeoisie. The significance of all our work, of all our constructive 
work, is that if serves as a demonstration to the working class in the capitalist 
countries that they too will be able to get along without the bourgeoisie, and 
will be able unaided to build a new society .... once the workers in capitalist 
countries have acquired faith in their own powers, you may be certain that this 
is the beginning of the end of capitalism, and a sure sign that the victory of the 
proletarian revolution is at hand." (Speech at the 14th Party Congress). 

This was the revolutionary alternative policy put forward by Stalin and 
the Bolshevik Party. Consequently the 14th Congress of the CPSU(B) re- 
jected the capitulatory plans of Trotsky and his henchmen and recorded in 
its now famous resolution:- 


“In the sphere of economic development, the Congress holds that in our 
land, the land of the dictatorship of the proletariat, there is ‘every requisite for 
the building of a complete socialist society’ (Lenin). The Congress considers 
that the main task of our party is to fight for the victory of socialist construction 
in the USSR." 

Summing up the results of the 14th Party Congress, and outlining its his- 
torical significance, Comrade Stalin wrote: 

"The historical significance of the 14th Congress of the CPSU(B) lies in the 
fact that it was able to expose the very roots of the mistakes of the New Opposi- 
tion [i.e., Zinoviev, Kamenev and Trotsky], that it spurned their scepticism 
and snivelling, that it clearly and distinctly indicated the path of the further 
struggle for socialism, opened before the party the prospect of victory and thus 
armed the proletanat with an invincible faith in the victory of socialist con- 
struction" (Problerns of Leninismn). 

The Russian working class and the broad masses of Russian people ral- 
lied in support of this revolutionary altcrnative and decisively rejected Trot- 
sky’s petty-bourgeois despondence and despair disguised in ’revolutionary’ 
phrasemongering. They did this because the policy that was being pro- 
jected by the Bolshevik Party and Stalin was revolutionary and it made 
sense; whereas the one projected by Trotsky was a counter-revolutionary 
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jumble that made no sense at all. 


Was Stalin against worid revolution? 


The most ignorant of the Trotskyites often assert that Stalin was a nar- 
row nationalist, whereas Trotsky was an internationalist because Stalin 
wanted socialism in the USSR whereas Trotsky wanted socialism every- 
where, a world revolution. If it were true that Stalin wanted a revolution in 
the USSR only, and nowhere else, then this Trotskyite accusation would 
have substance in it. The fact of the matter is that this accusation in a mon- 
strous lie and only one of the many examples which demonstrate the depths 
to which Trotskyism has sunk in order to belittle one of the great leaders of 
the Bolshevik Party, Comrade Stalin. Anyone who has any respect for his- 
torical accuracy and cares to look at the documents concerning the con- 
troversy under discussion would find that there were no differences of 
opinion at all within the Party regarding the desirability and necessity of fol- 
lowing a proletarian internationalist policy - the policy of rendering frater- 
nal help to the proletarians of other countries engaged in decisive struggles. 
The Bolshevik party under the leadership of Stalin fully realised the import- 
ance of following, and did follow, a proletarian internationalist policy be- 
cause it fully recognised that the true consolidation of socialism in the 
USSR could only take place after the victory of the proletariat in other 
countnes. All revolutions and revolutionary struggles mutually support 
each other. Let us quote for the benefit of ignorant Trotskyites the well- 
known pronouncement on this subject by Comrade Stalin (the same Stalin 
whose name only has to be mentioned for Trotskyites and other reaction- 
aries to foam at the mouth - though foaming at the mouth and showing signs 
of delirium are no answer to harsh facts): 

"After consolidating its power and leading the peasantry after it, the proleta- 
niat of the victorious country can and must build socialist society. But does 
that mean that in this way the proletariat will secure a complete and final vic- 
tory for socialism, i.e., does it mean that with the forces of a single country it 
can finally consolidate socialism and fully guarantee that country against inter- 
vention, which means against restoration? No, it does not. For this victory of 
the revolution in at least several countries is needed. Therefore, the develop- 
ment and support of revolution in other countries is an essential task of the vic- 
torious revolution. Therefore the revolution which has been victorious in one 
country must regard itself not as a self-sufficient entity, but as an aid, as a 
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means for hastening the victory of the proletariat in other countries.” (Stalin, 
Foundations of Leninism, emphasis added)." 

So it is clear that there were no differences in principle im the CPSU(B) 
as to the need to follow an mternationalist policy. There were, however, dif- 
ferences as to the content of this mternationalist policy. Basing himself on 
his notorious theory of ’permanent revolution’, according to which socialism 
could not be built in Russia without aid from a successful proletarian revol- 
ution in Europe, Trotsky did from time to time advocate adventurist policies 
in order to export socialist revolution mto Europe. These policies of adven- 
turism prompted by a lack of faith m the ability of the Russian working class 
and peasantry to build socialism unaided from abroad, were naturally and 
rightly rejected by the Party. 

Therefore, there was no controversy as to whether the proletariat of the 
USSR should give fraternal assistance to the revolutionary struggles of the 
proletarians abroad. The controversy was: could the USSR build socialism 
without the assistance of a victorious proletariat of Europe. Stalin and the 
overwhelming majority of the Bolshevik party answered this world-historic 
question in the affirmative.? History has fully vindicated Comrade Stalin 
and the Bolshevik party, but of this we shall have more to say later on. 


Did Stalin raise the question of ’socialism in one country’ for the 
first time? 


Another myth spread by the Trotskyites is that Stalin was in 1924 the 
first person to raise the question of ’socialism in one country’ and that be- 
fore this no one had ever seriously considered the possibility of building ’so- 
Gialism in a single country’. That this is a lic can be seen from the fact that 
as carly as 1915 Lenin had this to say: 

"Uneven economic development * is an absolute law of capitalism. Hence, 
the victory of socialism is possible, first in a few or even in a single capitalist 
country. The victorious proletariat of that country, having expropriated the 
capitalists and organised its own socialist production, would confront the rest 
of the capitalist world, attract to itself the oppressed classes of other countries, 
raise revolts among them, and in the event of necessity come out even with 
armed force against the exploiting classes and their states" (Lenin, The United 
States of Europe Slogan). 

And again in 1916 Lenin formulated the same conclusion in his article 
MiltaryProgramme of the Proletarian Revolution: 
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"The development of capitalisrn proceeds extrernely unevenly in the various 
countries. It cannot be otherwise under the commodity production system. 
From this it follows irrefutably that socialisrn cannot achieve victory simulta- 
neously in all countries. It will achieve victory first in one or several countries, 
while the others will remain bourgeois or pre- bourgeois for some time. This 
must not only create friction, but a direct striving on the part of the bourgeoisie 
of other countries to crush the victorious proletariat of the socialist state. In 
such cases @ war on our part would be a legitirnate and just war. It would be a 
war for socialism, for the liberation of other nations from the bourgeoisie." 
(Lenin, Military Programme of the Proletarian Revolution). 

Lenin arrived at this conclusion from his study of imperialism, which he 
described as the monopoly stage of capitalism’. Lenm then went on to give 
a definition of imperialism which includes the following five basic features: 

"(1) The concentration of production and capital has developed to such a 
high stage that it has created monopolies which play a decisive role in econ- 
omic life; (2) the merging of bank capital with industrial capital, and the cre- 
ation, on the basis of this finance capital,’ of a financial oligarchy; (3) the 
export of capital as distinguished from the export of commodities acquires ex- 
ceptional importance; (4) the formation of international monopolist capitalist 
combines which share the world among thernselves, and (5) the territorial divi- 
ston of the whole worid among the biggest capitalist powers is completed." 

Imperialism, said Lenin, intensifies all contradictions, both internal and 
external, to an acute degree. The growth of monopoly made the yoke of 
capitalist trusts and syndicates more and more burdensome and unbearable. 
class in imperialist countries, which brings the masses to proletarian revol- 
ution as their only salvation. The financial enslavement and cxploitation 
and colonial oppression of the peoples inhabiting the vast majority of the 
countries of the world by a handful of ’advanced’ countries intensifies the 
contradiction between impcrialism and the huge majority consisting of colo- 
nial and dependent countries which are compelled to wage a struggle for 
liberation from the yoke of imperialism. The uneven development of capi- 
talism leads to a frenzicd struggle for the re-division of the world between 
those countries which have already seized vast territories and those who are 
new entrants into the field demanding their fair share’ of the plunder. Ger- 
man mmperialism, for example, owing to the uneven development of capital- 
ism, was more or less left out of the colonial plunder, whereas the 
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Anglo-French capitalists dominated the whole world. German capitalism, 
however, having caught up with the Anglo-French capitalists, now de- 
manded its ‘fair share’; it demanded a redivision based on the present 
strength of the parties. It wanted to have set aside the division of the world 
based on the capitalist development and hence on the strength of the parties 
at the time of the cxisting division. The Anglo-French capitalists, of course, 
turned down this demand as grossly unfair’. So German imperialism went 
to war against Anglo-French imperialism. Thus the uneven development of 
capitalism leads to the intensification of inter-imperialist contradiction. 
Hence as long as imperialism exists, war is unavoidablc, and a coalition be- 
tween the proletarian revolution and the national liberation movement “in a 
united worid front of revolution against the world front of imperialism is inevit- 
able" (Stalin, Foundations of Leninism). 

Lenm sums up all these conclusions into one general conclusion that 
“unperialismn ts the eve of the socialist revolution". 

Lenin therefore came to the following conclusions: 


(1) Because the growth of imperialism had created a world economy 
and the national economies of individual countries were like a link in this 
chain of world economy, the question of proletarian revolution could no 
longer be considered im the old fashion, ie., from the point of view of the 
capitalist development of a given country, nor from the standpoint of the 
working class constituting a ’majority of the population, etc. The imperial- 
ist system as a whole was ripe for revolution and the chain of the imperialist 
world front would break at its weakest lnk, thus providing an outlet for 
proletarian revolution. The weakest link might be an advanced capitalist 
country or a country where capitalist advancement had not proceeded very 
far. 

(2) The uneven growth of capitalism within the conditions of imperial- 
ism and the intensification within imperialism of catastrophic contradic- 
tions, resulting in imperialist wars and the growth of revolutionary 
movements in all countries, lead not only to the possibility, but also to the 
necessity, of the victory of the proletariat in individual countnes. Socialism 
can be victorious in individual countries because the victorious proletariat 
can take advantage of the intensification of all contradictions - inter-imper- 
working class in imperialist countries as well as between imperialism and 
oppressed nations - to ward off intervention by imperialism and build so- 
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‘ali 

Just before his death Lenin returned to the question of building social- 
ism in the USSR: 

"As @ matter of fact, the power of the Soviet state over all large-scale means 
of production, the power of the state in the hands of the proletariat, the al- 
liance of this proletariat with the many millions of small and very small peas- 
ants, the assured leadership of the peasantry by the proletariat, etc., ... , is not 
this all that is necessary in order from the co-operatives - from the co-opera- 
tives alone, which we formerly weated as huckstering, and which, from a cer- 
tain aspect, we have the right to treat as such now, under the New Economic 
Policy - is not this all that is necessary in order to build complete socialist so- 
ciety? This is not yet the building of socialist society but it is all that is necess- 
ary and sufficient for this building." (Lenin, On Co-operation, ). 

We hope that it is by now clear that the question concerning the possi- 
bility of successfully building socialism in a single country was not first 
raised by Stalin. It was raised by Lenin as early as 1915 and once again as 
late as just before his death. So the Trotskyite attacks on Stalin on the ques- 
tion of building socialism in a single country are in fact attacks on Lenin and 
Leninism.* This must be understood by every revolutionary worker. 

Proceeding from the theory of ’permanent revolution’ Trotskyism cannot 
but attack Leninism. Leninism says that the proletariat in a single country 
can build socialism, whereas ‘frotskyism says that it cannot. Leninism holds 
that the peasantry is a reliable and firm ally of the proletariat, while Trot- 
skyism says it is not. Leninism says that under the conditions of the dicta- 
torship of the proletariat and the leadership of the working class it is 
possible to mobilise the poor and middle peasantry in the task of building 
socialism, whereas according to Trotskyism this is an impossibility. What 
we have here are not just differences of opinion of a casual nature, or dif- 
ferences in matters of detail. What we have here are two fundamentally dif- 
ferent and mutually irreconcilable trends: (i) revolutionary Leninism, and 
(ii) counter-revolutionary Trotskyism. 

Trotskyism is incapable of understanding the Leninist theory of proleta- 
nan revolution and of building socialism, not only because its political out- 
look is hemmed in by the acceptance of the wretched theory of ’permanent 
revolution’, but also because it has never accepted (accepted in PRACTICE 
as opposed to acceptance in words) Lenin’s thesis on umperialism. These 
twin evils - the acceptance of the theory of permanent revolution’ and the 
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non-acceptance of Lenin’s thesis on impenalism - constitute the theoretical 
basis of Trotskyism and explain in large measure why Trotskyism degener- 
ated to the point of becoming an ally of fascism, as will be explained later 
on. 


Was socialism built in the USSR? Trotsky says it was. 


The answer we give is that socialism was built in the Soviet Union and in 
support of this affirmative answer of ours we quote an authority which can 
in no way be described as biased either in favour of Stalin and the Bolshevik 
Party or indeed in favour of building socialism in the USSR. This authority 
is none other than that master phrase-mongerer, Trotsky himself: 

"Socialism has demonstrated its right to victory," says Trotsky, "not in the 
pages of Das Kapital, but in an industrial arena comprising one-sucth of the 
earth’s surface, not in the language of dialectics, but in the language of steel, 
cement and electricity. Even if the Soviet Union, as a result of difficulties, ex- 
ternal blows, and the mistakes of its leadership, were to collapse - which we 
firmly hope will not happen [the real nature of Trotsky’s hopes, however, 
were disclosed by the Moscow Trials] there would remain as an earnest of the 
future this indestructible fact that thanks solely to a proletarian revolution a 
backward country has achieved in less than ten years successes unexampled in 
history.” (Trotsky, The Revolution Betrayed). 

And again: "The vast scope of industnalisation in the Soviet Union, as 
against the background of stagnation and decline in almost the whole capital- 
ist world appears unanswerably in the following gross indices ... 

"Gigantic achievernents in industry, enormously promising beginnings in 
agriculture, an extraordinary growth of old industrial cities and a building of 
new ones, a rapid increase in the number of workers, a rise in cultural level and 
cultural demands - such are the indubitable results of the October Revolution 
... " (Trotsky, The Revohition Betrayed). 

One could not have asked for a better refutation of Trotskyism than the 
one advanced by Trotsky himself in the above-quoted remarks. We are 
highly grateful and indebted to Trotsky for these candid admissions. Trot- 
sky was right when he admitted that “socialism has demonstrated its right to 
victory, not in the pages of Das Kapital, but in an industrial arena compnsing 
one-sitth of the earth’s surface"; that there had been "gigantic achievement" in 
industry, that “enormously promising” had been the results in the sphere of 
agriculture; that there had been a risc in the “cultural level and demands" of 
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the Soviet people. He was absolutely correct. Such indeed were the “indu- 
bitable results" of the fight for the victory of socialist construction in the 
USSR - the fight launched by the Party in consequence of the decision of 
the 14th Congress of the Party - a decision which had met with the most vi- 
cious opposition from Trotsky and the New Opposition, i.e., Zinoviev and 
Co. 


The role of correct policy and leadership 


Under the banner of Marxism-Leninism and the correct leadership of 
the Bolshevik Party led by the great Lenimist and the most resolute defender 
of Leninism and the dictatorship of the proletariat, Comrade Stalin, the So- 
viet people, surmounting all difficulties, smashing the enemies of socialism - 
both internal and external - marched from victory to victory. They literally 
achieved miracles and did so not only because of the conditions of social 
ownership of the means of production created by the October Revolution 
(to which conditions alone Trotsky aftributes all the successes and achieve- 
ments of the fight for the building of socialism in the USSR), but also be- 
cause of the revolutionary policies of the Bolshevik Party and the quality of 
its leadership. The role of the Party and the quality of leadership are very 
important factors without which nothing can be achieved. 


“Conditions of socialised property" cannot of themselves build 
socialism 


"Conditions of socialised property" cannot of themselves build socialism. 
Can anyone who has not yet parted company with his senses or - what is the 
same thing - accepted the theory of permanent revolution’ seriously suggest 
that if during the period of building socialism the leadership of the USSR 
had been vested in people like Trotsky the Soviet people would have 
achieved exactly the same results in socialist construction as they actually 
did? Would not such a suggestion amount to the absurd assertion that 
people who say that “in the absence of direct state support on the part of the 
European proletariat, the Russian proletariat will not be able to keep itself in 
power and transform its temporary nile into a stable socialist dictatorship" are 
just as fitted (or better fitted, as the Trotskyite ignoramuses usually assert) 
to lead the struggle for the building of socialism as those who believe - and 
believe on the basis of objective reality - that it is not only possible to build 
socialism but also that it is a necessity and that it is the only revolutionary 
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way forward for the proletariat? Yes, in our view such a suggestion would 
indeed be the height of absurdity and stupidity. 

As a matter of historical truth “socialised property" did not triumph, and 
could not have triumphed, automatically over capitalist elements. It could, 
and did, triumph by reason of the correct and planned leadership of the 
Party having a definite policy. But before the policy of the Party could suc- 
ceed and be put into effect, erroneous and counter-revolutionary policies 
had to be defeated, and were defeated. But despite what we have said here, 
the Trotskyites continue to repeat the formula learnt by rote that “conditions 
of socialised property created by the revolution", and not the quality of the 
leadership, were responsible for the building of socialism. Yet they blame 
the leadership for every mistake, real and tmagmary, mimor and major. 
Well, you cannot have it both ways, worthy Trotskyists!! You cannot keep 
saying that socialism cannot be built m a smgle country and yet assert that 
“conditions of socialised property created by the revolution” can on their own, 
automatically, build socialism! You cannot assert that the leadership has no 
role to play in the building of socialism, and yet blame the “Stalin group” for 
all the misfortunes, real and imaginary! There is a glaring contradiction in 
what you say! Have you really become incapable of perceiving this discrep- 
ancy? Has your sense of perception and your political outlook really 
become distorted to such a degree by your blind acceptance of the wretched 
theory of ’permanent revolution’? 

Trotsky’s theory of permanent revolution’ has been proved by history to 
be quite useless and erroneous. Trotsky could, m the cvent, have taken up 
the only correct stand for anyone claiming to be a Marxist, Le., renounce the 
theory that had proved to be wrong im practice and frankly admit that it was 
wrong. Trotsky did not do that. The intcllectualist arrogance of the petty- 
bourgeois individual (and in the case of Trotsky this arrogance was to be 
found in its highest stage of development) made it impossible for Trotsky to 
stomach what in the cyes of the petty-bourgeois intellectual is nothing but a 
downright humiliation. So Trotsky took the position that his theory was 
right and that history was wrong. This was a typical idealist position 
amounting to saying: if reality does not conform to my conception of it then 
there is something wrong with reality for reality ought to fit into my concep- 
tion of it. This idealist position, worthy of Bishop Berkley himself, took 
Trotsky deeper and deeper down the road of degeneration. What could 
have been a casual mistake became a monstrosity when justified, persisted 
in and clevated to the level of a system - a theory. Wrong theory led to 
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wrong practice, and, failing rectification in the light of practice, each sub- 
sequent mistake became a bigger one. Quantity transformed itself into 
quality. Mistakes transformed themselves into crimes. This process alone 
explams why Trotsky degencrated to the point of becoming an ally and an 
agent of fascism, determined at all costs to overthrow the Soviet state. 
Those people who are following Trotskyism are slipping down the same 
road of degeneration as Trotsky himself did. We appeal to those ordinary 
workers who have been won over by the fashionable and seductive phrase- 
mongering of the Trotskyites to consider seriously what we have said, dis- 
card Trotskyism, accept Marxism-Lenmism and make a worthy contribution 
to the fight for the revolutionary overthrow of the bourgeoisie and the build- 
ing of socialism. 


Achievements in socialist industrialisation 


At the beginning of 1926 Soviet industry, though restored more or less to 
pre-war level as a result of the measures of restoration taken by the Soviet 
government under the New Economic Policy, suffered from three defects: 
(i) most factories were old and equipped with worn out and antiquated ma- 
chinery, (ii) there were no machine-building plants; and (iii) there was no 
heavy industry worth spcaking about. All this was to be rectified by the 
adoption of the policy of socialist industnialisation. In addition a new muni- 
tions dustry had to be created for the defence of the first state of the 
working class. It was also necessary to build factories for the production of 
agricultural machinery, and to provide agriculture with this machinery in 
order to enable millions of tiny individual farms to pass to large-scale col- 
lective farming, and thus ensure the victory of socialism in the countryside. 
In short, many industries which never existed in Russia had to be created. 

It must be said to the great credit and glory of the Soviet masses, the 
Bolshevik Party and its tried and tested leader, Comrade Stalin, that over- 
coming all difficulties, technical and financial, and defeating the schemes of 
imperialist intervention as well as smashing the plans and plots of internal 
reactionaries - both within the Party and outside of it - and displaying exem- 
plary labour heroism - they went on successfully to build socialism in the So- 
viet Union. All this was possible owing to the enthusiasm of the masses, 
their involvement in the task of building socialism, and, most important, 
their changing attitude to labour. From the involuntary and penal servitude 
that st had been under capitalism, labour was becoming, as Stalin put it, “a 
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matter of honour, a matter of glory, a matter of valour and heroism". 


Already by the end of 1930 industrial construction on a gigantic scale 
was in progress all over the country: 

"The Dnieper hydroelectric scheme was in full swing. Construction work 
on the Kramatorsk and Gorlovska Iron and Steel Works and the reconstruc- 
tion of the Lugansk Locomotive works had begun in the Donetz Basin. New 
collieries and blast furnaces carne into being. The Urals Machine Building 
Works and the Berezniki and Solikansk Chemical Works were under construc- 
tion in the Urals. Work was begun on the construction of the Iron and Steel 
Mills of Magritogorsk. The erection of big autornobile plants in Moscow and 
Gorky was well under way, as was the construction of giant tractor plants, har- 
vester combine plants, and a mammoth agricultural machinery plant in Ros- 
tov-on-Don. The Kuznetsk Collieries, the Soviet Union’s second coal base, 
were being extended. An unmense Tractor Works sprang up in the Steppe near 
Stalingrad in the space of eleven months. In the erection of the Dnieper Hy- 
droelectric Station and the Stalingrad Tractor Works, the workers beat world 
records in productivity of labour. 

"History had never known industrial construction on such a gigantic scale, 
such enthusiasm for new development, such labour heroism on the part of the 

"It was a veritable upsurge of labour enthusiasm, produced and stimulated 
by socialist emulation" (History of the CPSU(B)). 

Let us now turn from industry to agriculture. 


By 1938, compared with the year 1913, Soviet industry had grown 9-fold. 
Here is a table showing the growth of Soviet industry, expressed in percent- 
ages of the pre-first world war level. This table also reveals the rate of 
growth of industry by comparison with the growth of industry in the princi- 
pal capitalist countrics during the same period. It is reproduced from 
Stalin’s Report to the 18th Congress of the CPSU, March 1939, as reproduced 


in Problems of Leninism, (p 762). 
GROWTH OP INDUSTRY IN THE USSR AND THE PRINCIPAL CAPITALIST COUNTRIES (IN 1913-38) 
1919 1933 1934 1935 1936 1937 1938 
U.SS.R. 100.0 3805 4$7.0 $62.6 T32.7 816.4 908.8 
U.S.A. 100.0 108.7 112.9 128.6 1498 156.9 120.0 
Britain 100.0 87.0 97.1 104.0 1142 121.9 1133 
Germany 100.0 75.4 90.4 105.9 118.1 1293 13146 


France 100.0 107.0 99.0 94.0 98.0 101.0 93.2 
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Stalin’s claims in this regard are fully confirmed by bourgeois experts. In 
his book Stalin’s Industrial Revolution, Hiroaki Kuromiya, a Professor at In- 
diana University, makes, inter alia, the following observations: 


"The breakthrough wrought by the revolution of 1928-31 laid the founda- 
tions of the remarkable industrial expansion in the 1930s that would sustain 
the country in the Second World War. By the end of 1932, when the Five-Year 
Plan was declared to have been completed tn four years, the gross industnal 
output, according to the official report, had more than doubled since 1928. 
This official report is usually regarded in the West as vastly exaggerated, but as 
the capital projects of the First Five-Year Plan were brought into operation one 
after another in the mid-30s, industrial production expanded enormously. 
During 1934-36, ... the official index showed a rise of 88% for total gross in- 
dustrial production, with the output of industnes A’ [capital goods industries] 
rising by 107 per cent and that of industries 'B’ [consumer goods industries] by 
66 per cent. In the decade from 1927-28 to 1937, according to Soviet data, 
gross industrial production leapt from 18,300 million roubles to 95,500 mit- 
lion; pig iron output rose from 3.3 million tons to 14.5; coal from 35.4 million 
metric tons to 128; electric power from 5.1 billion kw hours to 36.2; machine 
tools from 2,098 units to 36,120. Even discounting the exaggeration, it may be 
safely said that the achievernents were dazzling." (Kuromiya p. 287). 

According to 40 Years of Soviet Power, a statistical digest published in 
1958 in Moscow, during the 11 years from 1930-1940 the USSR registered 
an average annual growth of 165% in industrial production. 


As to the growth of fixed capital, which is a correct reflection of the re- 
markable industrial feats performed by the Soviet people, taking 100 as the 
index for the year 1913, we find this figure had reached 136 in 1928 - the 
year of the launch of the First Five-Year Plan. 


Twelve years later, in 1940, on the eve of the Second World War, the 
index had climbed to 1,085 - an unprecedented 8-fold increase. The figures 
for the increase in agricultural fixed capital for the same period are 100 (in 
1931), 141 (1928), and 333 (in 1940), (see pages 26 and 30). 

What capitalist country, backward or advanced, can boast such gigantic 
successes in the field of industrialisation! 


Notwithstanding the sacrifices involved, the Soviet people cheerfully ac- 
cepted the challenge with purposeful determination to build a bnght social- 
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ist future for themselves and their children, taking great pride in the enter- 
prise, displaying genuine labour heroism in the process. Hiroaki Kuromiya 
correctly observes: 

"Paradoxcal as it may appear, the forced accumulation was @ source not 
only of privation and unrest, but also of Soviet heroism ... Soviet youth in the 
1930s found heroism in worlang in factories and on construction sites like 
Magnitogorsk and the Kuznetsk... ° (p. 305-6). 

* .. [T]he rapid industrialization drive of the Five-Year Plan symbolized 
the grandiose and drarnatic goal of building a new society. Promoted against 
the background of the Depression and mass unemployment in the West, the 
Soviet industrialization drive did evoke heroic, romantic, and enthusiastic 
‘superhuman’ efforts. "The word enthusiasm, like many others, has been de- 
valued by inflation’, Ifya Ehrenburg has written, ’yct there is no other word to 
fit the days of the First Five-Year Plan; it was enthusiasm pure and simple 
that inspired the young people to daily and unspectacular feats.’ According 
to another contemporary, those days were ’a really romantic, intoxicating time 
... People were creating with their own hands what had appeared a mere 
dream before and were convinced in practice that these dreamlike plans 
were an entirely realistic thing.” (p.316). 

Expressing his conviction of the ability of Soviet people to build social- 
ism, even if the Soviet Union was not joined by victorious proletarian revol- 
utions in Europe or America, Lenin had declared: “Communist is Soviet 
power plus the electrification of the whole country." Approaching the prob- 
lem from this perspective, Lenin had advanced in 1920 a plan for the electri- 
fication of Russia, which envisaged the construction of 30 power stations, 
with a capacity of 1.75 million kw, during the course of 15 years. Actually, 
by the year 1935, the USSR was producing 4.07 million kw of electricity, 
thus realising Lenin’s darmg dream by an overfulfilment of 233% - an in- 
credible tribute to the self-sacrificing heroism of the Soviet people and the 
determination and wisdom of the Leninist leadership of the CPSU headed 
by Stalin (See 40 Years of Soviet Power). 

Such gigantic achievements could only be made possible through unpre- 
cedented internal accumulation and, to a certain extent, at the expense of 
immediate consumption. 1928 saw the accumulation funds reach 3.6 billion 
roubles, representing 14% of national income. These rose to 17.7 billion 
roubles (44% of national income!) in 1932. 


All this took place not because of the insensitivity of the Soviet regime to 
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the terrible hardship suffered by the working class; it took place to ensure 
the survival of the USSR and of socialism in the USSR. No doubt, the So- 
viet Union could have casily improved the standard of living of the Soviet 
people to a far higher degree than was actually the case by putting great em- 
phasis on the development of light industry, by producing more consumer 
goods, building more houses, and so on. Would that have ensured its survi- 
val in the then impending war? No one should be allowed to forget that the 
Nazi beasts ransacked, set fire to, and destroyed 1,710 towns and more than 
70,000 villages and hamlets, rendering 25 million Soviet citizens homeless 
and bereft of shelter (see 40 Years of Soviet Power). Only the furious indus- 
trialisation of the years between 1928 and 1940, with its emphasis on heavy, 
metallurgical and machine building mdustry, and the development of a 
modern armaments industry, could have (and did) save the USSR in the 
face of this Nazi onslaught. Only such industrialisation, along with collecti- 
visation, could have propelled the Soviet people into the modern world of 
machinery, by tearing millions of illiterate peasants away from their medie- 
val integuments. 

Bat let no one conclude from this that the living conditions of the work- 
ing class and peasantry remained as miserable as under the Czarist rcgimce. 
Far from it. The industrialisation and collectivisation laid the basis for the 
prosperity of the Soviet working class and peasantry. By 1934, while there 
was deep depression and mass unemployment in the capitalist world, the 
USSR had abolished unemployment. 

Already by 1934, the face of the town and the countryside alike had 
changed beyond recognition as a result of the successes of industrialisation 
and collectivisation. In his report to the 17th Party Congress, held in 
January 1934, these are the graphical terms in which Stalin describes the 
changes wrought in the wake of mdustrialisation and collectivisation: 


"It goes without saying that this historic victory over the exploiters could not 
but lead to a radical irmprovernent in the material standard of the working 
people and in their conditions of life generally. 

"The elimination of the parasitic classes has led to the disappearance of the 
exploitation of man by man. The labour of the worker and the peasant is freed 
from exploitation. The incomes which the exploiters used to squeeze out of the 
labour of the people now remain in the hands of the worlang people and are 
used partly for the expansion of production and the enlistrnent of new detach- 
ments of working people in production, and partly for the purpose of directly 
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increasing the incomes of the workers and peasants. 


"Unernployment, that scourge of the worlang class, has disappeared. In the 

is countries millions of unemployed suffer want and privation owing to 

lack of work; but in our country there are no longer ary workers who have no 
work and no eamings. 

"With the disappearance of kuilak bondage, poverty in the countryside has 
disappeared. Every peasant, whether a collective farmer or an individual 
farmer, now has the opportunity of enjoying a human existence, if only he 
wants to work conscientiously and not to be a loafer, a tramp, or a despoiler of 
collective-farm property. 

"The abolition of exploitation, the abolition of unemployment in the towns, 
and the abolition of poverty in the countryside are such historic achievernents 
in the material condition of the working people as are beyond even the drearns 
of the workers and peasants in bourgeots countries, even in the most 'demo- 
cratic’ ones. | 

“The very appearance of our large towns and industrial centres has 
changed. An inevitable feature of the big towns in bourgeois countries are the 
shums, the so-called working-class districts on the outslarts of the towns - @ 
heap of dark, damp, and dilapidated dwellings, mostly of the basernent type, 
where usually the poor live in filth and curse their fate. The revolution in the 
USSR has swept the slums out of our towns. They have been replaced by 
blocks of bright and well-built workers’ houses; in many cases the working- 
class districts of our towns present a better appearance than the central dis- 
wricts. 

“The appearance of our rural districts has changed even more. The old 
type of village, with the church in the most prominent place, with the best 
houses - those of the police officer, the priest, and the kulaks - in the fore- 
ground, and the dilapidated huts of the peasants in the background, is begin- 
ning to disappear. Its place is being taken by the new type of village, with its 
public farm buildings, with its clubs, radio, cinernas, schools, libraries, and 
creches; with its tractors, harvester combines, threshing machines, and auto- 
mobiles. The former important personages of the village, the laslak-exploiter, 
the blood-sucking usurer, the profiteering merchant, the ‘little father’ police of- 
ficer, have disappeared. Now, the prominent personages of the village are the 
leading workers in the collective farms and state farms, in the schools and 
clubs; the senior tractor and combine drivers, the team leaders in field work 
and livestock raising, and the best men and women shock workers on the col- 


160 TROTSKYISM OR LENINISM? Part I 


lective-farm fields." (Problems of Leninisrn, pp. 612-619). 

*... [B}y the end of 1932, the industrial labor force doubled from 1928 to 
more than 6 million.” (Kuromuiya, p. 290). 

Over the same 4-year period, says Kuromiya, over all sectors, 12.5 mil- 
hon people had found a new job in the town; 8.5 million of them were for- 
mer peasants: (p. 306). 

The thrust of Kuromiya’s book can be summed up in the following sen- 
tence: Stalin succeeded in mobilising the industrial and other workers for 
rapid industrialisation by presenting the issue as one of a war of the class of 
the oppressed against the saboteurs who had arisen in their own ranks. 
Commenting on this, Ludo Martens, Chairman of the Belgian Party of La- 
bour (PTB), in his recently published book Un Nouveau Regard sur Staline, 
makes the following apt observation: 

"This idea is correct. Nevertheless, by means of literary and historical 
works we are constantly being pushed to identify with those who were repressed 
in these class wars which went under the name of industrialisation and collec- 
tivisation. They teach us that repression is ‘always inhuman’ and that it is not 
permissible in a civilised country to harm any particular social group, whether 
actually exploiters or classed as such. 


“How can one object to this allegedly humanist argurnent? 

"But how was industialisation achieved in the civilised world? How did 
our bankers and captains of industry from London and Paris create their in- 
dustrial base? Would their industnalisation have been possible without the 
looting of the gold and silver of the Indian kings - looting that was accompa- 
nied by the extermination of 60 million American Indians? Would it have been 
possible without that monstrous bloodbath carried out in Africa, i.e., the slave 
trade? UNESCO experts estimate African losses at 210 million people, includ- 
ing those lalled in raids, those dying en route, and those sold into slavery. 
Would our industrialisation have been possible without the colonisation that 
turned whole peoples into prisoners in their own country? 

"Those who industrialised that little comer of the earth called Europe on 
the basis of millions of ‘native’ deaths are now telling us that the Bolshevik re- 
pression against the proprietor classes was an abomination! Those who indus- 
trialised their country on the basis of driving peasants off their land at 
gunpoint, who murdered women and children through subjecting them to 14- 
hour working days, who forced people to work under threat of unemployment 
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and starvation - these people dare fulrninate in their literature against forced’ 
industrialisation in the Soviet Union! 

"If Soviet industialisation did have to be effected by means of the repress- 
ion of the 5% who happened to be rich and/or reactionary, it is also true that 
capitalist industrialisation was bom of the terror exerted by that same well- 
heeled S% against the whole of the working masses of their own countries and 
the oppressed countries.” (op. cit., Brussels, 1993). 


While the USSR was thus transforming herself and advancing with 
seven-league strides through the creative activity and boundless enthusiasm 
of the tens of millions of its people, who rallied round the CPSU and re- 
sponded as one to its slogans, that notorious “information bureau of the capi- 
talist press on matters concerning the CPSU(B)" (Stalin, CW Vol 12 p.52), 
namely Trotskyism, was busy shouting about the alleged degencration and 
bureaucratisation of the Party. As a matter of fact, the breathtakingly dar- 
ing enterprise that was the rapid industrialisation and collectivisation of the 
USSR could not have been achieved without the Party digging its roots deep 
among the masses and without the active and enthusiastic involvement of 
the latter in their tens of millions. Even an ordinary bourgeois intellectual 
such as Kuromiya has little difficulty in admitting that which Trotskyite 
petty-bourgeois intellectuals find so difficult to come to terms with. Ac- 
cording to Kuromiya, the membership of the Party increased from 1.3 mil- 
lion in 1928 to 1.6 million in 1930. During the same period the percentage 
of industrial workers went up from 57% to 65% - 80% of new recruits being 
shock-brigade workers. For the most part these were relatively young 
people who had technical education, Komsomol activists who had distin- 
guished themselves as model workers, who were helping rationalise produc- 
tion and were obtaining high productivity figures. (See pages 319 and 115). 

Between 1930 and 1933, Soviet national income went up from 35 billion 
to SO billion roubles. Dunng the same period the Soviet population in- 
creased from 160 million to 168 million, the industrial workforce by nearly 8 
million (from 14.5 million to 21.8 million). The total payroll of workers and 
other employees went from 13.5 million roubles to 34.2 million roubles. 
Average annual wages went up from 991 roubles to 1,591. The social insur- 
ance fund for workers and other employees increased from 1.81 billion rou- 
bles to 4.61 billion roubles. 


The same period saw the introduction of a seven-hour day in all surface 
industries; the introduction of compulsory elementary education throughout 
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the USSR - thus causing an increase in literacy among the population from 
67% in 1930 to 90% at the end of 1933. The number of pupils attending 
schools of all grades went up from 14 million in 1929 to 26.4 million in 1933. 
The number of children receiving pre-school education went from 838,000 
to 5,917,000. The number of higher education institutes increased from 91 
in 1914 to 600 in 1933. (All figures above are taken from Stalin’s Report to 
the 17th Congress of the CPSU, Problerns of Leninism, pp.620-621). 


We challenge any bourgeois country to match these all-round tempestu- 
ous developments in the USSR of those days. 


Let us turn now from industry to agriculture. 


NOTES 


1. Elsewhere, analysing the aoctcmal and internal contradictions, the external and internal ob- 
stacles to the victory of socialism in one country, Stalin correctly maintained that while the in- 
ternal contradictions could be overcome and socialism built in a singie country (the USSR at 
that time), this in itself did not mean the final victory of socialism. This did not guarantee the 
USSR against imperialist intervention and restoration of capitalism. For such a final victory 
revolution in several countries is required. Here is what Stalin says: 

"While the possibility of the victory of socialism in ene country means the peasibility ef re- 
solving infernal contradictions, which can be completely overcome by ome country 
(meaning by that, of course, our country), the posafbility of the final victory of socialiam 
implies the possibility ef resciving the external contradictions between the country of se- 
cialism and the capitalist countries, contradictions which can be overcome only as a reselt 
ef a preictarian revoistion im several countries. 

"Anyeac whe confuses these twe categories of contradictions is either a hepeless muaddie- 
head or an incorrigible opportunist.” (Sociel-Demecratic Deviation in eer Party, Report de- 
livered at the 15th All-Union Conference of the CPSU(B), 1 November 1926, Stalin CW Vol 8 
p. 278). 

Precisely such hopeless muddiehcads and incorrigible opportunists are the Trotskyites. 

2. In view of the failure of the European proletariat to sere power, which was due, inter alia, 
to the treachery of official social democracy, the CPSU’s stance regarding the successful build- 
ing Of socialism in the USSR was the only revolutionary way out. It was the only way of de- 
veloping and bringing nearer the world revolution. While the Soviet people under the banner 
of Marxism-Leninism and under the correct leadership of the CPSU(B) headed by Comrade 
Stalin busily got on with the job of building socialism, and thus helping to develop worid revol- 
ution, the Trotskyite muddieheads and incorrigible opportunists started their long and hope- 
less wait for worid revolution. In this regard, it must be said, that the position of Trotskyiam ié 
identical with that of Kautskyism, the brand of opportunism peddled by the very same Kautsky 
whose treachery to the proictanat played such a considcrablie role in the defeat of the Euro- 
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pean proletariat and whose ideology put itself at the service of the European bourgeoisie in 
opposing Bolshevism, the Great October Socialist Revolution and the building of socialism in 
the USSR. It would be worth while to acquaint the reader with a sample of Kautskyism on the 
subject under discussion. Here is what Kautsky said by way of an attack on the Bolsheviks in 
1918: 


“The Bolshevik revolation was based on the supposition that it would be the starting point 
of a general Earopean revolution .. According to this theory, the European revolution .. 
which woald bring about socialiam in Esrope would alvo be the means of removing the ob- 
stacies to the carrying through of secialiam in Russia which were created by the economic 
backwardness ef that country. This was ail very logically thought oat, and quite weil 
founded, provided that the supposition was granted, that the Ressian revolation must ine- 
vitably enchein the European revelation. But what if this does mot happen? — Our Bol- 
shevik comrades have staked all em the card of the general European revelation. As this 
card has not turned up they were ferced inte a course which breaght them up aguinst imeo- 
luble problems." (Kautsky, The Dictatorship of the Proletariat). 

A cursory comparison of the above quotation with Trotsky’s theory of ‘permancat revolution’ 
is sufficient to bring home the truth that Trotskyism is a variety of Kautskyism. 

3. Trotskyism does not accept Lenin's thesis that uneven economic development is an abso- 
lute law of capitalism. According to Trotsky, imperialism abolishes all uncvenness in the 
economic development of the vanious countries. Imperialist exploitation, maintained Trotsky, 
led to the obliteration of any unevenness in the economic conditions of the exploiting and ex- 
ploited countries. In 1928, for example, Trotsky wrote about “the diminishing gep between 
India and Greai Britain"! From this position of rejection of the law of uneven development 
of capitalism, Trotsky proceeds, in direct opposition to Leninism, to the erroncous - nay, 
couater-revolutionary - conclusion thai a national revolution is not possible because, cays 
Trotskyixm, imperialism has abolmhed the national economy and created a singje world econ- 
omy. Just es there can be no socialist revolution in a part of a country (ic., part of an inte- 
grated national economy), £0, says Trotekyism, there cannot be a national revolution becausc 
the national economy is part of a single integrated world economy. So, according to Trot- 
skyism, the world revolution - a revolution in all the countries of the world - must take place 
simultancously or not at all. Country after country must accomplish the socialist revolution in 
rapid succession, just as would different parts of a country in a national revolution. If Trot- 
sky's view of reality had been correct, there would have been no building of socialism in the 
USSR. But the successful building of socialism in the USSR provided living proof of the great 
chasm that lay between reality and Trotskyiam, of the thoroughly and incorrigibly opportunist 
nature of Trotskyism, of its inner counter-revolutionary content. 

4 On the question of socialism, as indeed on other questions, the attacks on Stalin and 'Sta- 
liniem’ are almost always attacks on Lenin and Leninism. In order to show the correctness of 
this statement it would be useful to look at a book called Let History Judge written by a Soviet 
bourgeoss intellectual by the name of Roy Medvedev. Medvedev attacks Stalin but ‘praises’ 
Lenin. Medvedev’s attack on Stalin is not based on any facts or documentation, but on mere 
gossip and the fertile imagination of a bourgeois brain whose output m terms of fabrication is 
unlimited. Even the reactionary anti-communist columnst Edward Crankshaw, one of the re- 
viewers of this book in the Observer of 26 March 1972 had to admit that Medvedev was “de- 
nied access (fo all official archives’. This, however, does not prevent Crankshaw from 
agrecing with, and admiring, Medvedev’s attack on Stalin, the reason for this being that “this 
book is high drama of a gified individual wrestling for the treth, guided only by his inner 
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light.” This is how ‘truth’ is established by the bourgeois mind, i.c., by completely ignoring the 
facts and relying on one’s "inmer light". 

Crankshaw goes on to say: "But besides being the history of an epoch and an act of homage 
to innumerable victims and to the sufferings of the Soviet people es a whole, his narrative is 
above all directed towards establishing the necessary ground not only for the author's abso- 
lute rejection of Stalin's claims to greatness but also, more deeply, for the opening of an in- 
telligent discussion of the nature of Lenin’s revolution and its perversion. 


"This is where Laocoon comes in. As Professor Joravsky (whose editing deserves all praise) 
points out im his introduction, a great deal of the extraordinary impact of the book as a 
whole derives from the constant tension creafed by the inherent contradictions in the cen- 
tral thesia. How to diagnose the Stalinist disease’ wifhoul condemning the Soviet system 
and its progenitor, Lenin? We walk with the suthor on a knife-edge." . 

How right is Professor Joravsky in detecting this inherent contradiction. He is quite nght in 
implying that the "Stalinist ’disease™ cannot be diagnosed “without condemning the Soviet 
system and its progenitor, Lenin”. All such attempts will fail and al! those who condemn 'Sta- 
linism’ are bound to end up by condemning Leninism. It is not for nothing that Crankshaw 
ends his review by expressing the hope that Medvedev “may yet one day correct the weak- 
nesses [Medvedev's inability to diagnose the “Stalinist 'disease™ by condemning Lenin] fn e 
very remarkable achievement. 

Mervyn Jones, in like fashion, in his review of the same book (New Statesman, 14 April 1972) 
complains that “even his analytical chapters answer the question 'Hew’?’ rather than the 
question "Why? He adopts without cavil the doctrine of ‘Leninist norms’, assumes that 
Lenin was always right, and tells us that Stalin ‘almost completely liquidated the socialist 
democracy that was ome of the main achievements of the October revelation’ - without 
asking how far that democracy had been eroded im Lenin’s lifetime, still leas whether it ever 
really existed. He even draws a contrast between the Stalinist secret police and the humane, 
scrupaioces Cheka, which afler all shot 6,000 people without trial in 1918 and was asth- 
orised by Lenin te embark on massive Red terror’. We are told that Trotsky’s theory of per- 
manent revolution was ‘wrong’ end Preobrazhensky's theory of primitive socialist 
accumsiation was ’incorrecf, a summary dismissal indeed of highly complex matters. The 
worst lapse comes when Medvedev asserts solemnly that Beria was an anti-Bolahevik agent 
in 1919 and that this was ‘established’ by his trial in 1953 - a trial that was certainly secret 
and prebably nen-existent. Hard it is, ales, fer even the mosi honest preduct ef the Soviet 
regime to free himeelf mentally from the straitjecket". 


In other words, Mervyn Jones says that one cannot condemn Stalin without condemning the 
Soviet system and Leninism. And he is right. Of course, it goes without saying, Mr Jones 
would like to see condemned, not only ‘Stalinism’ but also Leninism and the Soviet system. 
The revolutionaries, however, should draw the opposite lesson and must not condemn Stalin, 
for such a condemnation leads directly to the condemnation of Leninism and the Soviet sys- 
tem. Stalin did no more and no less than apply Leninism to the conditions of the USSR in the 
building of socialism. It can thus be seen that when the Trotskyites, revisionists and others 
condemn Stalin they are in fact condemning Leninism, despite any subjective wishes to the 
contrary that some of this gentry might have. 

We may also add that even before the October revolution, the Bolshevik Party, not just Lenin 
as an individual, were committed to the building of socialism in Russia in the event of the Bol- 
shevik Party being in power. At the 6th Congress of the Bolshevik Party in August 1917, a 
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motion was put forward that the Russtan workers should “bend every effort to take state 
power .. and, in alliance with the revolutionary proletariat of the advanced countries, direct 
it towards peace and socialist reconstruction of society.” Preobrazhensky, who later became 
a member of the Trotskyist opposition, proposed that the motion be amended to read: “direct 
it towards peace and, in the event of a proletarian revolution in the west, towards social- 
ism“ . 

At the Congress, Stalin, representing Lenin who had to stay in hiding at the time, opposed 
Preobrazhensky’s amendment and said: 

"T am against sech an amendment The possibility is not excluded that Russia will be the 
country that will lay the road to socialism. No country hitherto has enjoyed such freedom 
in time of war as Russia does, or has attempted to introduce workers’ contro! of production. 
Im our country the workers are supported by the poorer strata of the peasantry. Lastly, in 
Germany the state apparatus is incomparably more efficient than the imperfect apparatus 
of our bourgeoisie — We mast discard the antiquated idea that only Europe can show us the 


way.” 

Preobrazhensky’s amendment was defeated. 

Thus it is clear that even before the October revolution, the Bolshevik Party was committed to 
the building of socialism in Russia. Only the incorngible opportunists want to hide this fact 
from the workers. 


Chapter 6 


Collectivisation - 
The Building of Socialism in the 
Countryside 


The role of leadership 


"Socialised property", we hope we have shown above, does not build so- 
cialist industry automatically. “Socialised property® is just as incapable of re- 
organising agriculture on a socialist basis. And here again, as in the case of 
the policy of socialist industrialisation, erroneous policies on the question of 
collectivisation had to be fought against and defeated. The correct Bol- 
shevik, Leninist, policy had to fight for its victory against the anti-Bolshevik 
policies. What, then, were these erroneous policies? 


The Bukharin-Rykov group's policy on collectivisation 


The first of these erroneous policies was pursued by Bukharin, Rykov 
and Tomsky. This policy stood in favour of the abandonment of the socialist 
attack on kulaks in the countryside, slowing down the rate of industrial 
growth, and a reliance on the individual rather than collective farming. This 
policy would have created insurmountable problems on the grain front and 
the capitalist elements in the countryside - the kulaks - would have been 
able to dictate to the Soviet government. Bukharin had im fact issued to the 
kulaks the slogan: Get rich. The Party Central Committee immediately con- 
demned this slogan (despite contrary assertions by Trotsky), and Bukharin 
was forced to write an article withdrawing this slogan. 


The policy of Trotsky and Zinoviev on collectivisation. 


The second of these erroneous policies was the one advocated by Trot- 
sky and Zinoviev. This policy was fraught with adventurism because it stood 
for an attack on the kulaks prematurely in 1925S, before the proletariat had 
effected an alliance with the middle peasantry and before the rich farmer 
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had been replaced by the Soviet state farms and collective farms in the 
sphere of grain production. 

Capitalist elements in the countryside - the kulaks - could only be elimi- 
nated by a ruthless class struggle. For this class struggle, the proletariat 
needed a firm alliance with the middle peasantry. This alliance could only 
be strengthened by turning the middle peasant to collectivisation. This in 
turn could only be accomplished when industry was sufficiently developed 
to give real, active support to the peasantry by the provision of tractors, 
other agricultural machinery, fertilizers, and when the state was able to ad- 
vance credits. Last, though not least, the middle peasantry had to be per- 
suaded on the basis of their own experience, and by example - not by 
coercion or force - to turn from individual farming to collective farming. 
And here, as will be seen later, a role of inestimable importance was played 
by state farms and the machine and tractor stations up and down the 
country. The state farm Shevshenko established the first machine and trac- 
tor station, and helped the surrounding peasantry with the loan of ma- 
chinery. The success of measures like this, the development of industry to a 
degree where it was able actively to give support to the peasantry and the 
ability of the state to advance credits, would all be responsible for turning 
the middle peasantry to collective farming and thus strengthening the al- 
liance between the working class and the middle peasantry. This streng- 
thened alliance in turn would cause a sharp turn in Soviet policy in regard to 
the kulaks - from a policy of merely restricting the kulaks, the Party would 
adopt the policy of eliminating the kulaks as a class. This, and this alone, 
explains why it was not possible to attack the kulaks in 1925 but that it be- 
came possible to do so by 1930. Elimination of the kulak class could not be 
achieved by mere ‘decrees’ as was proposed by Trotsky and Zinoviev in 
1925. It could only be achieved by a ruthless class struggle in the country- 
side - a class struggle for which the proletanat needed the firm alliance of 
the poor and middle peasantry - and for which struggle the proletanat was 
by no means prepared in 1925. But in 1930 all the necessary conditions 
existed for this ruthless class struggle against the kulaks. 


For these reasons it can be seen that the policy advocated by Trotsky 
and Zinoviev was even more dangerous than that advocated by the 
Bukharin-Rykov group. If followed in 1925 it would have isolated the Soviet 
government and the working class from the middle peasantry who would 
have been won over by the rich peasantry. This policy would have brought 
the Soviet government into “hostile collision", to use Trotsky’s favourite ex- 
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pression, with the bulk of the peasantry and thus brought nearer to fruition 
Trotsky’s prophecies of death, doom and despair. 

Both the above-mentioned types of policy were erroneous in the ex- 
treme. They had one thing in common: if followed they would have led to 
domination by the capitalist elements over the socialist elements and, in the 
end, to the overthrow of the dictatorship of the proletariat. Thus their es- 
sence was the same, though not the form in which they were expressed. In 
terms of form the policy of Bukharin, Rykov and Tomsky was nght- oppor- 
tunist, whereas that of Trotsky and Zinoviev was left- adventurist. Form is 
only relevant because left-adventurism, cloaked as it is in ultra-revolutionary 
phrases, is more difficult to detect and fight agamst. But there is not the 
slightest doubt that both these types of opportunism within the working- 
class movement constitute a real and mighty support for the bourgeoisic. 


Stalin’s criticisms of these erroneous policies 


Criticising both the Trotskyites and the Bukharinites for their erroncous 
policies on the question of the fight against the kulaks, and concentrating 
his attacks on the Trotskyites, Comrade Stalin said: 


"Both the deviations [1.c., the one that underestimates the kulaks and the 
one that seeks to destroy thei:a immediately] are dangerous; both of them are 
bad; we must not waste time discussing whether one of thern is worse than the 
other. But it is a practical necessity to discuss which of them we are best pre- 
pared to fight. If you were to ask whether the Party is better prepared to under- 
take a nuthless struggle against the laiaks, or (ignoring the laiulaks for the tire 
being) to enter into an alliance with the middle peasantry, I believe that ninety- 
nine communists out of a hundred would say that the Party ts better prepared 
to act on the watchword: ‘let's go for the kulaks!’ If we were to let those com- 
rades have their way, the laudlaks would promptly be stripped to the buff. As re- 
gards the rival policy, the policy of those who, instead of trying to destroy the 
kalaks out of hand, want to pursue the far more complicated plan of isolating 
the kulaks by entering into an alliance with the middle peasantry - this ts one 
which the comrades are by no means ready to accept. That is why I believe 
that the Party in its struggle against these two deviations, must concentrate its 
fire upon the second deviation [secking to destroy the kulaks immediately]" 
(Stalin, Opening Speech at the 14th Party Congress). 

In this regard, too, it can be seen that the misfortunes of Trotsky flow 
from the theory of ‘permanent revolution’, the essence of which is a mistrust 


170 TROTSKYISM OR LENINISM? Part I 


of the peasantry, a lack of confidence m the fact that under the conditions of 
the dictatorship of the proletanat - under the leadership of the working 
class - the basic masses of the peasantry can be drawn in to the work of so- 
caalist construction, and a lack of understanding of the role of different sec- 
tions of the peasantry at different stages of the revolution and after the 
socialist revolution. 

All this - the need for a correct policy and leadership in addition to “so- 
Galised property" - is clear to anyone, but not it seems to the Trotskyites and 
the bourgeois intelligentsia. That is why it has been necessary for us to pre- 
face the topic of collectivisation with a reiteration of the elementary truths 
that have been uttered thousands of times before; it has been necessary not 
only to refute the dead Trotsky but also to counter and put a stop to the dis- 
tortions and the corruption that the present-day Trotskyites are practising 
on the workers - especially our youth, which has a tendency to be seduced 
by petty-bourgeots phrase-mongering, because there have appeared "Mar- 
mists’ (“Poor Marx!” as Lenin once said) who deny the role of a correct pol- 
icy, a correct leadership and a correct theory. Let us retumm to 


1927: Agriculture lags behind industry 


By 1927 there was rapid growth of large-scale socialist industry. But the 
picture was quite different in the case of agriculture. Though agricultural 
production as a whole had reached the pre-war level, gram production was 
only 91% of the pre-war level. 


To make matters worse, the marketed share of gram production - the 
amount of grain sold to supply the towns - hardly reached 37% of the pre- 
war figure. The process of splitting up the large farms mto small farms, and 
of the small farms into still smaller farms had gone too far. 

If this state of affairs m the sphere of agriculture were to be allowed to 
continue, the urban population and the army would be faced with chronic 
famine. The only way out of this situation was a change to large-scale farm- 
ing which would allow the use of tractors and other modern agricultural ma- 
chinery and thus increase food production as well as its marketable share. 
The Soviet state had an alternative: eather it could adopt large- scale capi- 
talist farming, which would have ruined the masses of the peasantry, thor- 
oughly destroyed the alliance between the working class and the peasantry 
and enormously strengthened the kulaks, thus ending forever the possibility 
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of building socialism in the countryside; or it could adopt the socialist alter- 
native of amalgamating the small peasant holdings into large-scale socialist 
farms, which would not only allow the use of tractors and machinery to in- 
crease agricultural production, but also strengthen the alliance between the 
working class and the peasantry, and give a tclling blow to the kulaks and 
their dreams for the restoration of capitalism. 

The Soviet state and the Bolshevik Party could only, in view of what has 
been said, choose, and did in fact choose, the second alternative - the devel- 
opment of agriculture by means of large collective farms. In making this 
choice, the Bolshevik Party was guided by the following precepts of Lenin 
concerning the necessity of oassing from small peasant farming to large- 
scale cooperative collective farming: - 

“There is no escape from poverty for the small farm"; (Selected Works, Vol 
8, p.195). 

“If peasant farming is to develop further, we must furmly assure also its 
transition to the next stage, and this next stage must inevitably be one in which 
the small, isolated peasant farms, the least profitable and most backward, will 
by a process of gradual amalgarnation form large-scale collective farms" (Se- 
lected Works, Vol 9, p 151). 

“If we continue as of old on our snail farms, we shall still be faced with 
inevitable ruin." (Selected Works, Vol 6, p 370). 

"Only if we succeed in proving to the peasants in practice the advantages of 
common, collective, cooperative or artel farming, will the working class, which 
holds the state power, be really able to convince the peasants of the correctness 
of its policy and to secure the real and durable following of the millions of 
peasants.” (Selected Works, Vol 8, p 198). 


The 15th Party Congress - collectivisation. 


The 15th Party Congress opened on 2 December 1927. In his report on 
behalf of the Central Committee, Comrade Stalin, while referring to the 
rapid expansion of socialist industry, set the Party the following task: 

"To extend and consolidate our socialist key positions in all economic 
branches in town and country and so ipurale a course of eltrninating the capi- 
talist elements from the national economy." : 

Noting the backwardness of agriculture due to small individual farming 
which precluded the use of machincry, and which was endangering the So- 
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viet state, Comrade Stalin asked: 
"What ts the way oul?” 
He went on to answer: 


"The way out is to turn the small and scattered peasant farms into large 
united farms based on the common cultivation of the soil, to introduce collec- 
tive cultivation of the soil on the basis of a new and higher technique. The way 
out is to unite the srnali and dwarf peasant farms gradually but surely, not by 
pressure but by example and persuasion, into large farms based on common, 
co-operative, collective cultivation of the soil with the use of agricultural ma- 
chines and tractors and scientific methods of intensive agriculture. There is no 
other way out." . 

The 15th Congress passed a resolution calling for the fullest develop- 
ment of the collectivisation of agriculture. The Congress also gave direc- 
tions "To develop the offensive against the kaulaks and to adopt a number of 
measures which would restrict the development of capitalism in the country- 
side and guide peasant farming towards socialism." (Resolution of the 
CPSU(B)). 

Finally, realising that economic planning had taken firm root, and with 
the aim of systematically eliminating all capitalist elements and building so- 
cialism, the Congress instructed the appropniate agencies to draw up the 
First Five-Year Plan for the development of the Soviet economy. 


Opposition of the Bukharin-Rykov group to collectivisation. 


When, following the 15th Party Congress, collectivisation got under way 
and the Party took up the offensive against the kulaks, there appeared a 
group of nght opportunists led by Bukharin and Rykov. The Bukharin- 
Rykov group was opposed to the Party’s policy of collectivisation; it de- 
manded the repeal of emergency measures the Party had adopted against 
the kulaks, and represented the decay of kulak farming as the decay of agri- 
culture. The Bukharin-Rykov group declared that nothing good would 
come out of collectivisation, that the enrichment of the kulaks represented 
no danger to socialism, that left alone the kulaks would ’grow into socialism 
of themselves. In order to provide a theoretical justification for these argu- 
ments, they dished up the theory of the ’subsidence of class struggle’ ac- 
cording to which, with every advance of socialism, the class struggle will 
grow milder; that the kulaks would peaceably ’grow into socialism and con- 
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sequently there was no need to conduct a determined struggle against them; 
that the class struggle would subside even before the class enemy had been 
destroyed. Through this absurd and treacherous theory, the Bukharin- 
Rykov group made a determined bid to throw overboard and replace the fa- 
mous and correct thesis of Leninism that with every advance of socialism 
the class struggle grows more acute - that the class enemy increases his at- 
tempts a hundredfold, resorting to all and any means at his disposal to over- 
throw socialism and to regain his ’lost paradise’, 1.¢., capitalism. 


The similarity in essence between the Trotskyite and Bukharinite 
theories 


Learning from the pronouncements in the Press, the kulaks realised that 
they were not alone in their opposition to the building of socialism in the 
USSR and that they had their supporters in the Bolshevik Party as well. On 
the one hand there was the group led by Trotsky and Zinoviev who main- 
(ained that socialism could not be built in a single backward country like 
Russia. They had come out in full force to oppose Party policy at the 14th 
Party Congress and thereafter. On the other band there was the Bukhbarin- 
Rykov group. This group came out in opposition to the Party on the ques- 
tion of collectivisation and maintained that there was no need for an 
offensive against the kulaks and that they would ’grow’ into socialism. Thus 
it can be seen that, despite the differences in form, there was no difference 
in essence between the Trotskyite and Zinovievite capitulators who main- 
tained that socialism could not be built in backward Russia and the 
Bukhann-Rykov group of nght opportunists. The only difference was that 
the Trotskyite and Zinovievite capitulators were able for some time to hide 
their capitulatory character under cover of ‘left’ revolutionary vociferations 
about ‘permanent revolution’, whereas the Bukharin-Rykov group of right 
opportunists could not hide their capitulationist nature when defending, as 
they had to, openly and without a mask, the capitalist forces in the USSR, in 
particular the kulaks. 


Thus it is clear that the basis is laid down for the meeting of the two op- 
Portunist and reactionary trends and their transformation into a single 
united front against the Party. The theory of permanent revolution’ and the 
theory of ’the subsidence of class struggle’ were inexorably leading the two 
opportunist trends to a common meeting pomt. The inevitable happened: 
the two opportunist trends met, united by their opposition to the revolution- 
ary policy of thc Bolshevik Party, and formed a compact and solid opposi- 
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tion to the Party. From then on the Trotskyite and Zinovievite capitulators 
and the Bukharinite group of nght opportunists would act in concert. But 
more of this will be covered when dealing with thc Moscow Trials. 


The resistance of the kulaks and the measures taken by the Party 
to counter this resistance. 


The kulaks were very quick in realising what a tremendous reserve of 
support and strength for their position they had in the viewpoint of the op- 
position. They knew that they were not alone; that they had defenders such 
as Bukharin, Rykov, Trotsky, Zinoviev and others. This knowledge could 
not but stiffen the resistance of the kulaks to the policy of the Party and the 
Soviet government. The kulaks refused en masse to sell gram surpluses to 
the Soviet state. They resorted to murder and terrorism against Party wor- 
kers, government functionaries and against the collective farmers, and they 
burned down collective- farm and state granaries. 


The Party came to the conclusion that the kulaks had to be defeated in 
open battle in full view of the peasantry, that unless the resistance of the ku- 
laks were broken the working class and the Red Army would suffer a 
chronic famine, the movement for collectivisation would come to a grinding 
halt and the kulaks would be able to dictate terms to the Soviet state and fi- 
nally to overthrow it. 


The Party, therefore, launched a determined offensive against the ku- 
laks, and in accordance with the decisions of the 15th Party Congress, the 
Party put into effect the slogan: Rely firmly on the poor peasantry, strengthen 
the alliance with the middle peasantry, and wage a resolute struggle against the 
kulaks. The kulaks refused to sell grain surpluses. The Party and the gov- 
ernment responded by applying Article 107 of the Criminal Code which em- 
powered the courts to confiscate grain surpluses from the kulaks in the 
event of their refusing to sell such surpluses to the state at fixed prices. The 
poor peasantry were granted a number of privileges and 25% of the confis- 
cated grain was put at thea disposal. The vanous other emergency 
measures adopted by the Party had the effect of causing the poor and 
middle peasantry to jom the resolute struggle against the kulaks, isolating 
the kulaks, and advancing the collective-farm movement while climimating 
the problem of grain shortage. The result was that by the end of 1928 the 
Soviet state had sufficient stocks of grain at its disposal. 
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Defeat of the Bukharinites in the Moscow Party organisation 

As the offensive of socialism agamst the kulaks intensified, so did the 
Bukharin-Rykov group mtcnsify ifs anti-Party activity. This group was able 
to gain the support of such persons occupying high places in the Moscow 
Party organisation as Ugianov, Kotov, Ukhanov, Ryutin, Yagoda, Polonsky 
and others. At the Party meetings of the Moscow Party organisation and in 
the Press tt was advocated that heavy taxation of kulaks was wrong, that 
concessions must be made to kulaks, and that the development of heavy in- 
dustry was premature. The construction of the Dnieper hydroelectric 
scheme was opposed by Ugilanov who demanded that the money be spent 
instead on the construction of light industry, and that no engmeering works 
be built m Moscow. Ugilanov and others were exposed by the Moscow Party 
organisation which supported more than ever the Central Committee of the 
Party. The necessity of a determined struggle against the opportunist devia- 
tions m the Party, with the fire concentrated on the right deviation this time, 
was outimed by Comrade Stalin at a plenary meeting of the Moscow Com- 
muttee of the CPSU(B) held m 1928: 

"The frumph of the Right deviation in our Party would unleash the forces 
of capttalisrn, undermine the revolutionary positions of the proletariat and in- 
crease the chances of restoring capitalism in our country” (Problems of Lenin- 
isn). 

Despite the opposition of the kulaks and that of the Trotskyites and 
Bukharinites, the collective-farm movement contmmued to develop. Over- 
coming all difficulties - external and imternal - one by one, the Party and the 
Soviet government continued the work of successfully building socialism m 
the USSR _ by building heavy industry, developing state farms and collective 
farms, and laying the basis for adoption and execution of the first Five Year 
Plan. 


The 16th Party Conference 
The Party held its 16th Conference m April 1929 and adopted the first 
Five-Year Plan for the construction of socialism. 
“The fundarnental task of the Five-Year Plan", said Stalin, “was to create 
such an industry in our country as would be able to re-equip and reorganise, 
not only the whole of the industry, but also ansport and agriculture - on the 
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basis of socialism.” (Stalin, Problems of Leninism) 


The Conference also adopted an appeal to all working people, calling 
for the further development of socialist emulation. 


Rapid growth of collective farms. 


Undeterred by the immensity of the Plan, the masses of Soviet people 
responded to this call by a further wave of labour enthusiasm and quickly 
got down to the task of realising the first Five-Year Plan. This time the 
peasants did not lag behind. The peasants turned more and more in favour 
of collective farming as a result of seeing the state farms and the machine 
and tractor stations. The peasants would visit the state farms and the ma- 
chime and tractor stations, watch the operation of the tractors and other ag- 
ricultural machinery, admire their performance and there and then resolve 
to jom the collective farm. It was in this manner that the collective farm 
movement developed, Le., the peasants were persuaded by superior state 
farms and agncultural machinery to join collective farms - not by arm- twist- 
ing or usc of force as is asserted by the paid and unpaid agents of the bour- 
geoisie - the Trotskyites, the ‘learned’ bourgeois professors and bourgeois 
intellectuals. 

But this does not mean that the proletarian state used no force against 
the kulaks and thew agents, the saboteurs and wreckers who resorted to 
murder and terrorism to oppose the building of socialism and who wished 
to restore capitalism. The dictatorship of the proletariat did exercise its 
dictatorship over the kulaks, over the minority of exploiters, in the wider in- 
terests of the majority of the Soviet people - the workers and peasants - in 
order to make sure that the vanquished capitalists would not come to 
power again. The proletarian state exercised its dictatorship because that 
exactly is the specific purpose for which it does exist. Would we not have 
complete justification for reproaching it if it did not perform this, one of its 
main functions? To make the Marust position on the subject of the dicta- 
torship of the proletariat clearer, and to refute the lies and slanders of the 
Trotskyites and other reactionaries against the dictatorship of the proleta- 
riat in the USSR and Comrade Stalin, we shall quote Marx and Engels to 
show what they said on the subject of dictatorship apropos the Paris Com- 
mune: 

Marx "*... when the workers substitute their revolutionary dictatorship for 
the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie ... in order to break down the resistance of 
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the bourgeoisie ... the workers invest the state with a revolutionary and transi- 
uuonal form ...” 

Engels: °... if Gre victorious party” (in a revolution) “does not want to have 
fought in vain, t must maintain this rule by means of the terror which its arms 
inspire in the reactionanes. Would the Paris commune have lasted a single 
day if it had not made use of this authonty of the armed people against the 
bourgeois? Should we not on the contrary reproach it for not having used it 
freely enough? ..." (On Authonitty). 

Engels: “As, therefore, the state is only a transitional institution which is 
used in the class struggle, in the revolution, in order to hold down one’s adver- 
saries by force, it is pure nonsense to talk of a free people’s state: so long as the 
protetariat still uses the state, it does not use it in the interests of freedom but in 
order to hold down us adversaries, and as soon as it becomes possible to 
speak of freedom, the state as such ceases to exist ... " (Letter to A Bebel, 
March 1875). 


This is how matters stand with regard to the position of Marxism on the 
question of the dictatorship of the proletariat, and the Trotskyites only show 
how far they are removed from Manasm when they pour their invective on 
the dictatorship of the proletariat in the USSR for having forcibly sup- 
pressed the bourgeoisie; for having broken down its resistance; for having 
inspired terror in the reactionaries; for having forcibly held down its adver- 
saries, and so on and so forth. In so doing the Trotskyites only prove that 
they are as far removed from Marusm as Earth is from Heaven, as liberals 
are from proletarian revolutionanes. 


The rate of growth of the collective-farm movement was rapid and un- 
precedented; it even surpassed socialist industry. Referring to the rate of 
growth of the collective farms, Comrade Stalin said in his article A Year of 
Great Change (1929): "It must be admitted that such an unpetuous speed of 
development is unequalled even in our socialised large-scale industry, which in 
general is noted for its outstanding speed of development." 


The policy of eliminating the kulaks as a class and the reasons for 
the adoption of this policy 


On the basis of the rapid development of industry, the collective-farm 
movement and the strengthened alliance between the working class and the 
basic mass of the peasantry (poor and middle peasantry), the Soviet power 
was, by 1930, able to pass over from the policy of mcrely restricting the ku- 
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laks (Le, the policy adopted under the New Economic Policy for reviving ag- 
riculture and restoring the connection between industry and agriculture) to 
the policy of eliminating the kulaks as a class. The policy of restricting the 
kulaks was essential so long as the state farms and collective farms were 
weak and unabie to replace the kulaks im the sphere of food production. 
But by the end of 1929 the unprecedented growth of collective and state 
farms made it possible for the Soviet power to turn to the policy of climinat- 
ing the kulaks. Under this policy the kulaks were expropriated, just as the 
capitalists had been expropriated im the sphere of industry in 1918, the only 
difference being that in the present case the kulaks’ means of production 
did not pass to the state but mto the hands of peasants united in collective 
farms. 


Trotsky’s position on de-kulakisation in 1930 


We already know that in 1925 Trotsky and Zmovicev had demanded an 
attack on the kulaks as a class, and we also know the reasons for which the 
Party had decisively rejected this demand at that time. But m January 1930, 
having prepared all the prerequisite conditions for such an offensive, the 
Party launched an offensive agaist the kulaks as a class. The Party passed 
over from the policy of merely restricting the kulaks to the policy of climi- 
nating them as a class) When this happened, Trotsky, who had up to then 
been screamimg his head off about the Party letting the nich peasants get 
away with it, now demanded that the Party should "bring the collective farms 
into line with their real sources of support’, “abandon the policy of 'de- kailaki- 
sation’ [Le., the expropriation of nch peasants)", and “hold the exploiting 
tendencies of the kaulaks in check for a long ruumnber of years." 

"The guiding principle in relation to the lailaks must be an iron ‘contract 
systern’ [a system by which the rich farmers were to supply the state with a 
certain quantity of their products at fixed prices]" (Trotsky, Open Letter to 
the Members of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, 73 March 1930). 

It is now up to each onc to form his own judgment as to the policies ad- 
vocated by Trotsky and Co. on the question of collectivisation and the elimi- 
nation of the kulaks. 


Success of the policy of collectivisation and eliminating the kulaks 


Summing op the results of the mass movement of the peasants for solid 
collectivisation and giving the reasons for turning to the policy of climinat- 
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ing the kulaks, Comrade Stalin wrote in 1929: 


"The last hope of the capitalists of all countries, who are drearning of re- 
storing capitalism in the USSR - ’the sacred principle of private property’ - is 
collapsing and vanishing. The peasants, whom they regarded as material 
manuring the soil for capitalisrn, are abandoning en masse the lauded banner 
of ‘private property’ and are taking to the path of collectivisation, the path of 
socialism. The last hope for the restoration of capitalism is crumbling." 
(Stalin, Problems of Leninismn). 

The execution of the policy of clumimating the kulaks resulted in a most 
thorough-going and profound revolution which, at one blow, solved three 
fundamental problems of socialist construction: 

(a) “It eliminated the most numerous class of exploiters in our country, the 
kalak class, the mainstay of capitalist restoration; 

(b) "It transformed the most nurnerous labouring class in our country, the 
peasant class, from the path of individual farming, which breeds capttalismn, to 
the path of cooperative, collective, socialist farming, 

(c) “It furnished the Soviet regime with a socialist base in agriculture - the 
economy. 

"This destroyed the last mainsprings of the restoration of capitalisrn within 
the country and at the sarne time created new decisive conditions for the build- 
ing up of a socialist economic systern.” (History of the CPSU(B)). 


The Party instructions on the method of collectivisation, violations 
of these instructions and rectification by the Party. 


The policy of eliminating the kulaks as a class was contained in the his- 
toric resolution adopted by the Central Committee of the CPSU(B) on 5 
January 1930 on The Rate of Collectivisation and State Measures to Assist the 
Development of Collective Farms. 

This resolution embodied a very important instruction that the chief 
form of the collective-farm movement at the given stage must be the agricul- 
tural artel, in which only the prinapal means of production were collecti- 
vised. 

The Central Committee issued most scnous warnings to Party organisa- 
lions “against any attempts whatsoever to force the collective-farm movernent 
by ‘decrees’ from above, which might involve the danger of the substitution of 
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mock-collectivisation for real socialist emulation in the organisation of collec- 
ave farms” (Resolutions of the CPSU(B)). 

In certain regions, particularly in the Moscow region and in Transcauca- 
sia and Central Asia, these warnings of the Central Committee were ig- 
nored. Carried away by the initial successes of collectivisation, persons in 
authority in these regions violated the instructions of the Party regarding the 
pace and time hmits of collectivisaton. These mistakes and distortions 
committed by local Party organisations caused serious discontent among the 
peasantry. The kulaks, taking advantage of these distortions and mistakes, 
began to spread further discontent among the peasantry. 

The Central Committee immediately proceeded to remedy the situation. 
On 2 March 1930 the Central Committee decided to publish Comrade 
Stalin’s article Dizzy with Success in which Comrade Stalin warned Party 
workers not to be carried away by the success of collectivisation to the ex- 
tent of coercing peasants to join collective farms. It directed Party workers 
to take account of the diversity of conditions in the various regions of the 
USSR and to be guided by the pnnciple that the formation of collective 
farms must be voluntary, and that the chief form of collective-farm move- 
ment was the agricultural artel, in which only the principal means of pro- 
duction are collectivised, and not the household land, dwellings, small 
livestock, poultry, etc. 

The Central Committee also changed the leadership of certain regional 
Party organisations (Moscow region, Transcaucasia) which had committed 
political mistakes and failed to rectify them. 

On 3 April 1930 Comrade Stalin’s article Reply to Collective Farm Com- 
rades was published. In this article Comrade Stalin outlined the major mis- 
takes committed in regard to collectivisation and the root cause of these 
mistakes. These mistakes, Comrade Stalin pointed out, lay in an incorrect 
approach to the middle peasants, violation of the Leninist principle that the 
formation of collective farms must be voluntary, violation of the Leninist 
principle that allowance must be made for the diversity of conditions pre- 
vailing in various regions and districts of the Soviet Union, and the attempts 
to skip the artel form of collectivisation and pass straight to the commune. 

Thus it can be seen, notwithstanding the assertions to the contrary of the 
Trotskyites and the bourgeois intelligentsia, who are very ‘clever’ and yet 
stupid, it was Stalin and the Central Committee who were against any form 
of coercion in the matter of collectivisation. We have given documentary 
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proof of our assertions and not relied on general gossip as the Trotskyites, 
the bourgeorss intellectuals and various reactionaries are only too frequently 
wont to do. These people belong to the school of thought whose main 
motto is: assertion is proof. Another of thear mottoes is: ignorance is suffi- 
cient reason. For their own assertions they never offer any proof other than 
their own assertions. For the statements of Marxist-Lenmists, however, the 
highest standards of proof are demanded; and if such standards of proof are 
duly forthcommg, they refuse to accept this proof because it does not con- 
form to their own view of reality. Really, no proof will ever satisfy them. 
We can never hope to convince them - never, that is, until they have ceased 
their petty-bourgeois conceit and intellectual arrogance. But it is not these 
people that we are trying to convince. We are trying to reach the working 
class and what is best and most honest in it; we have a duty to disentangle 
the confusion caused by the above-mentioned gentry in the minds of the 
people. It is with this in mind that we have taken the trouble to state the 
facts that have so long been buried or distorted. 

Thus, by taking the correct line firmly, the Central Committee, under the 
leadership of Comrade Stalin, was able to rectify all the distortions and mis- 
takes committed by Party organisations in certain regions m regard to col- 
lectivisation. This rectification in turn further consolidated the 
collective-farm movement and made possible new advances. 


The 16th Party Congress 


By the time the 16th Party Congress was convened, owing to the success- 
ful execution of the policy of eliminating the kulaks and the success of the 
collective-farm movement, the partial offensive against capitalist elements 
had assumed the character of a general offensive against capitalist elements. 
The 16th Party Congress met on 26 June 1930 and Comrade Stalin had very 
good reason proudly to describe it as "the Congress of the sweeping offensive 
of socialisrn along the whole front, of the elumination of the laulaks as a class, 
and of the realisation of solid collectivisation." 

At this Congress Comrade Stalin was also able to announce, amidst 
thunderous applause: " ... We are on the eve of the transformation of our 
country from an agrarian to an industrial country." 


The 17th Party Congress 
By the time of the holding of the 17th Party Congress in January 1934, 
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the Soviet people under the glorious leadership of the CPSU(B) headed by 
Stalin, that resolute opponent of all reactionaries, had made the following 
unprecedented achievements: 


(a) Industrial production in the USSR now accounted for 70% of total 
production, and the country had been transformed from an agrarian 
country to an industrial one. 

(b) Capitalist elements in the sphere of industry had been compictely 
eliminated and the socialist economic system had become the sole economic 
system in this sphere. 

(c) The kulaks had been eluminated as a class and the socialist economic 
system had become predominant in the sphere of agriculture. 

(d) The collective-farm system had put an end to the poverty and misery 
of milhons of people in the countryside who now enjoyed material condi- 
tions hitherto unknown to them. 

(ce) As a result of the development of socialist industry, unemployment 
had been abolished, and though the 8-hour day had been retained in certain 
industries, in the majority of the enterprises a 7-hour day had been in- 
stituted; in the case of industrics represcniing special danger to health, the 
length of the working day was reduced to 6 hours. 

(fF) The victory of socialism m all branches of the national economy had 
put an end to the exploitation of man by man. 


No wonder that the 17th Party Congress ts known as the Congress of Vic- 
bors. 


At this Congress, reporting on the work of the Central Committec, Com- 
rade Stalin outlined the fundamental changes that had taken place in the 

“During this period, the USSR has become radically transformed and has 
cast off the integument of backwardness and medievalism. From a country of 
small individual agriculture it has become a country of collective, large-scale 
mechanised agriculture. From an ignorant, uliterate and uncultured country it 
has become - or rather it is becoming - a literate and cultured country covered 
by a vast network of higher, intermediate and elementary schools teaching in 
the language of the nationalities of the USSR" (Problems of Leninism). 
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Socialism was built in the USSR 


Now, on the basis of the above material, we may emphatically in the af- 
firmative answer the question "Was socialism built m the USSR?’ 

The victory of socialism in the USSR was made possible not only by the 
"socialised property relations created by the October Revolution" but also by 
the correct revolutionary leadership given to the peoples of the Soviet 
Union by the Bolshevik Party and its most representative spokesman, Com- 
rade Stalin. 

Before closing this discussion on the building of socialism im the USSR, 
it is appropriate to make two additional points: 

(1) Trotsky and his followers in the USSR maitained, on the one hand, 
that socialism could not be built m backward Russia “in the absence of direct 
state support on the part of the European proletariat’, yet on the other hand 
their constant allegation was that the “Stalin group” (ie, the Bolshevik 
Party!) was not building socialism fast enough. Here are a group of people 
who have consistently and all along maintained that socialism could not be 
built in the USSR telling the Bolshevik Party (which throughout maintained 
that the victory of socialism was possible im the USSR and passed the well- 
known resolution to that effect at its 14th Congress) that it is not building 
socialism fast enough or that it is restoring capitalism. You may, comrades, 
form your own opinion of this Trotskyite position, but, it ts suggested that 
the only vicw that is consistent with the facts ts that Trotsky’s position 
amounts to nothing more and nothing less that an attempt on his part to 
hide, to mask, the capitulatory character of Trotskyism, of the theory of 
* permanent revolution’, by ultra-left phrasemongering. 

(2) Since the 20th Party Congress of the CPSU, state power in the So- 
viet Union has been usurped by a gang of revisionist renegades who do not 
represent the interests of the working class but only of their own privileged 
stratum and who are intent on restoring capitalism in the USSR. They have 
been pursuing reactionary policies both internally and in the sphere of inter- 
national relations. So the post 20th Party Congress period should on no ac- 
count be confused with the period prior to that Congress. But in order to 
confuse the working class and to corrupt the masses, the Trotskyites have 
been doing just that. For example, they descnbe the leadership of the 
CPSU and indeed all the revisionist parties the world over as ’Stalinist’. 
Now it ts well known that the Soviet revisionists have denounced Comrade 
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Stalin. Yet every revisionist act of theirs 1s described as ’Stalimist’. The po- 
sition is laughable when the Trotskyites describe the CPGB as ’Stalinist’. 
And in this propaganda battle, which is meant to confuse the masses, the 
Trotskyites beat the previous world record set by Hitler’s minister Goebbels 
when they (the different Trotskyite sects - IS, IMG and SLL) accuse each 
other of ’Stalinist’ behaviour. 


What must the revolutionaries do to put an end to this confusion? 


We must put an end to this confusion created by the Trotskyites, com- 
rades, by spreading among the working class the knowledge of the real, 
counter-revolutionary, nature of Trotskyism and that of revolutionary ’Sta- 
linism’. The expression Stalinism’ is not of our choice; it was neither coined 
by Stalin nor by his followers. Rather it has been thrust upon us by the 
enemies of Leninism, principally the Trotskyites, but also the revisionists. 
Be that as it may, we are stuck with it and we mustf turn what was meant by 
our enemies to be a term of abuse to good account. As for Stalin, he made 
no other claim for himself than to be a faithful follower of Lenm and Lenin- 


ism. 


We must make it our duty to enable every class-conscious worker to 
know that ’Stalinism’ is Bolshevism and Leninism; that Stalinism stands for 
the victory of the proletariat, the victory of socialism, for the dictatorship of 
the proletariat; that it stands for all-round fraternal support to the struggles 
of the proletarians of other countries and to national liberation struggles; 
that it stands for a resolute and uncompromising struggle against imperial- 
ism, revisionism and all reaction. We must acquaint the workers with the 
revolutionary essence of the word ’Stalinism’ and must help and encourage 
them thoroughly to repudiate those people who use the words ’Stalinist’ and 
’Stalinism’ as terms of abuse. This is our bounden duty. 


We must make it common knowledge that the ruling revisionist circles in 
the Soviet Union are not ’Stalinists’, nor for that matter are the CPGB, the 
IS, the IMG or the SLL. All these belong to the category of anti-Stalm, 
anti-Bolshevik, counter- revolutionary political degenerates. 


Stalin was a great revolutionary, a great defender of Bolshevism, a great 
defender of Leninism and of the dictatorship of the proletanat, who mar- 
ched at the head of the Soviet people and the people of the world in the 
fight for the victory of socialism in the USSR and in the fight against fascism 
and world imperialism. Under his wise leadership the peoples of the USSR 
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and the peoples of the world took gigantic steps forward and achieved many 
important victones. That is why revolutionaries all over the world cherish 
Stalin’s memory and why the very mention of his name inspires feelings of 
love, respect and gratitude among revolutionaries. And that is exactly why 
Stalin’s name evokes such hatred on the part of Trotskyites, revisionists and 
other reactionaries. 


As to the reasons for the rise of revisionism in the CPSU after the death 
of Stalin, and the attendant capitalist economic reforms, these belong else- 
where and must be dealt with separately. They cannot be dealt with nght 
now. So in conclusion let it simply be said that despite prophecies of doom 
on the part of Trotsky, socialism was built in the USSR. There is no doubt 
about it and even Trotsky had no option but to make a grudging admission 
of the fact, although at the same time he attributed all success in socialist 
construction to “socialised property". That the success was not only due to 
"socialised property" but also to the quality of the leadership has, it 1s to be 
hoped, been fully demonstrated by now. 


The very fact that socialism was successfully built in the USSR con- 
stitutes the best refutation of Trotskyism. The building of socialism in the 
USSR showed the utter uselessness of Trotsky’s theory of permanent revol- 
ution’, it showed that Trotsky’s concept of reality did not accord with reality 
itself. Trotsky could have changed his ideas in order to make them accord 
with reality. Instead he chose to misrepresent and distort reality in order to 
make it coincide with his thoroughly bankrupt ideas. He therefore adopted 
the position of opposing the building of socialism in the USSR when the 
USSR was, by building socialism, developing and advancing the world revol- 
ution in the only way practical at the time. By adopting this position of op- 
position to the building of socialism, Trotsky became an agent, ideologically 
and organisationally, of the counter-revolutionary bourgeoisie and imperial- 
ism. Finding that the Soviet working class was not prepared to support his 
bankrupt theories, Trotsky and his followers began to resort more and more 
to terrorism. Eventually, finding their own forces inadequate, they chose to 
make an alliance with the fascist states in order to overthrow Soviet state 
power and to restore capitalism in the USSR. Their counter-revolutionary 
deeds were fully revealed at the famous Moscow Trials, which will be dealt 
with next. 


Part I 


THE MOSCOW TRIALS 


"There has never been a single deep and mighty 
movement in history without filfthy scum." 


- Lenin 


“Trotskyism has ceased to be a political trend in the 
working class ... it has changed from the political 
trend which it was seven or eight years ago, into a 

frantic and unprincipled gang of wreckers, 
diversionists, spies and murderers acting on the 
instruction of the intelligence of foreign states." 


- Stalin (1937) 


Chapter 7 


Introduction 


[ may be asked, why should we want to know anything about the Moscow 
Trials? Are they not past history? Why waste time on them? The 
answer, comrades, is that in their fight for the revolutionary overthrow of 
the rule of the reactionary and decadent bourgeoisie, the revolutionaries 
and the working class must learn their own history, they must arm them- 
selves with knowledge of the science of revolution; they must learn to com- 
bat bourgeois ideology and bourgeois campaigns of lies and slander against 
not only the theory of scientific socialism, Marxism- Leninism, but also its 
practice. The truth relating to the Moscow Trials is daily and deliberately 
distorted by the bourgeoisie everywhere, and by their agents in the working- 
class movement, the Trotskyites, the revisionists and the social democrats. 
In gross violation of historical truth, misrepresenting and distorting this 
truth, these people assert that the Moscow Trials were a purge conducted 
by the ’Stalinist bureaucracy against the ’true Bolsheviks’, the accused at 
the Trials. The bourgeoisie and their flunkeys in the proletarian movement, 
by incessantly repeating these downnght lies, are thus able to instil scepti- 
cism into the minds of the workers regarding the practice of socialism. It 
would indeed be futile to fight for the victory of socialism if such a victory 
meant only the elimination of true revolutionaries. The truth, however, is 
just the opposite. The Moscow Trials were indeed a purge - a revolutionary 
purge - by which the revolutionary worlang-class movement in the Soviet 
Union, under the revolutionary leadership of the CPSU(B) headed by 
Stalin, took action against deserters from the camp of communism who, un- 
able to face the problems of building socialism in a backward country, 
adopted the hne of surrender to international and national capitalism, made 
alliances with fascist imperialist powers for the overthrow of the dictator- 
ship of the proletariat and for the restoration of capitalism in the USSR. In 
brief, this was a purge directed by the Bolshevik revolutionaries against the 
Trotskyite faint-hearts and bureaucratic degenerates who had committed 
treasonable acts against the working class, the Party of the proletariat, the 
Soviet government, the Soviet state, against the entire Soviet people. The 
evidence to be presented will amply substantiate this statement. It is, there- 
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fore, our duty, comrades, to reassert the true facts, bring these truths to the 
knowledge of the working class, and thus wrest it from the influence of the 
bourgeoisie and of its agents, the Trotskyites, the revisionists and the social 
democrats. This is a very important part of our work in our efforts towards 
building a truly proletarian movement which will smash the dictatorship of 
the bourgeoisie and cstablish the dictatorship of the proletariat. It is part 
and parcel of our work for winning the proletariat and the toiling millions to 
the side of socialism and communism. It is for this reason then that it is 
necessary to deal with these Trials. 


It will be advisable to outline in brief the essence of what I intend to 
state this evening, so that this essence is not lost in the great mass of evi- 
dence that I shall, of necessity, have to present. In the Moscow Trials a 
number of Trotskyites and Rights were tned. They admitted to committing 
(reasonable crimes against the Soviet state as well as committing, attempting 
and planning, individual terror against the foremost leaders of the Soviet 
Union. They pleaded guilty to the charge of organising and carrying out 
sabotage in industry, to the charge of carrying out diversionist and wreching 
activities. Above all, they pleaded guilty to the charge of organising, in col- 
laboration with certain imperialist powers and reactionary elements in Rus- 
sia, for the restoration of capitalism in the USSR. This ts something that is 
not easily understood by people in general and by the intelligentsia in par- 
ticular. How is it possible, they argue, for people who were prominent 
members of the CPSU(B) to want, and to take actual steps for, the restora- 
tion of capitalism? It is not suggested, comrades, that one evening Trotsky, 
Zinoviev, Radek, Bukbarin and the other accused at these Trials went to 
bed as Marxist-Leninists and the next morning, on waking up, they suddenly 
found themselves gripped by the irresistible urge to restore capitalism in the 
USSR. Things do not happen in this way. What I am putting to you, com- 
rades, is that it was the very logic of the Trotskyist and Rightist position on 
the question of the possibility of building socialism in a single country, and a 
backward one at that, the very logic of the development of the struggle, that 
actually led the accused at these Trials - the Trotskyites and the Rights - 
into a position where they did become, and could not but become, tools and 
puppets of fascism. 

Whatever the complexon of the Trotskyist and Rightist opposition in 
the Soviet Union, whatever the shades of opinion represented within it, 
there was one thing that united all its members, namely, they all believed 
that it was impossible to build socialism in the USSR. Trotsky, much carlier 
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than other members of the opposition, put forward this view in his notorious 
theory of ’permanent revolution’. This theory of Trotsky’s was based on an 
erroneous understanding of the role of the peasantry and the uneven devel- 
opment of capitalism. From the hopelessness and pessimism, the chief 
characteristics of this theory, from the reactionary ideas contained in this 
theory, Trotsky never departed. He repeated this ‘absurdly left’ theory 
again and again, as has already been shown. After the 14th Party Con- 
ference emphatically declared itself in favour of building socialism in the 
USSR, sceptics like Kamenev and Zinoviev went over to the Trotskyist posi- 
tion. Later on, unable to face the problems of the revolution and scared by 
the resistance of the kulaks to collectivisation, the Bukharinites also 
deserted the standpoint of the Bolshevik Party and adopted the Trotskyist 
position of the impossibility of building socialism.’ 

To begin with the opposition was no more than an opposition. It was an 
opposition because it found itself in opposition to the policy of the Party, 
because it did not agree with the policy of the Party, which policy stood for 
the building of socialism. The opposition, with its incorrect policy, was at 
this time only a tendency within the working-class movement - an anti-Le- 
ninist tendency, but a tendency nevertheless. Failing to correct its own erro- 
neous policy, the opposition sought to change the correct policy of the 
Party. Unable to get the support of the working class for its policy which, 
subjective desires and wishes of its adherents notwithstanding, stood for the 
restoration of capitalism, the opposition was left with only two courses of 
action open to it. One, it could discard its erroneous theory, admit its bank- 
ruptcy and wholeheartedly, like the rest of the membership of the Party, 
devote itself to the building of socialism. Two, it could turn for help to all 
those who wanted the restoration of capitalism in the Soviet Union, e., the 
Mensheviks, the Socialist Revolutionaries, the kulaks, the Ukrainian and 
other nationalists, and, above all, to the bourgeoisie of the various imperial- 
ist countries. The opposition chose the latter alternative. 


Finding it impossible to secure the support of the Soviet proletariat for 
its own policy, without which support a change in the policy and leadership 
of the Party and of the Soviet government was impossible, the opposition 
went over to the position of individual terror against the leaders of the Party 
and government, to wrecking and sabotage, with a view to overthrowing the 
Sovict government. Finding their own forces insufficient, the oppositionists 
joined hands with the internal reactionaries - the Mensheviks, kulaks, na- 
Uonalists and bourgeois experts. And finally, when the internal forces 
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proved inadequate, the opposition was left with only one alternative, name- 
ly, to conclude an alliance with imperialist powers, which is what it pro- 
ceeded to do. It entered into alliances with the German and Japanese 
fascists for the purpose of overthrowing the Soviet government and for re- 
storing capitalism in the Soviet Union. And with this passing over to the 
methods of individual terror, wrecking, sabotage and alliances with fascism, 
Trotskyism ceased to be just an opposition; it ceased to be just an erroneous 
and anti-Leninist tendency within the working-class movement. It became a 
band of wreckers and diversionists. It became an advanced detachment of 
the bourgeoisie. The evidence now to be presented will establish beyond 
doubt the correctness of this statement. 


In the current serics I have dealt at length with the theoretical evolution 
of Trotskyism. I have shown that this evolution starts with Trotsky’s opposi- 
tion to the building of the Bolshevik Party. His opposition to Lenin on the 
question of building a proletarian party is only a prelude to his opposition to 
Lenin in the matter of theory. Trotsky opposes Lenin’s analysis of the na- 
ture of the Russian revolution. Trotsky comes up with his theory of ’perma- 
nent revolution’, which is a negation of Lenin’s theory of proletarian 
revolution and his theory of the dictatorship of the proletariat. In this the- 
ory of his, Trotsky assigns to the peasantry only a counter-revolutionary 
role. Of course, says Trotsky, a spontaneous upnising of the peasantry might 
help the workers’ government to come to power, but the workers’ govern- 
meant could not sustain itself in power, faced as it would be with the opposi- 
tion of the peasantry, unless the Russian revolution were followed by 
revolution in the advanced capitalist countries of Europe. Trotsky, there- 
fore, reached the conclusion that socialism could not be built in Russia un- 
less the European revolution came to the assistance of the Russian 
revolution. This much I have shown already. This evening it is my task to 
deal with Trotskyism in action (as disclosed in the Moscow Tnials) and 
prove to you that individual terror, sabotage, diversionist and wrecking acti- 
vilics, and treasonable alliances with fascism are in no wise incompatible 
with the stance of Trotskyism. On the contrary, they are a logical culmina- 
tion of the development of Trotskyism - a logical culmination of its counter- 
revolutionary struggle against revolutionary Leninism and against the 
Leninist policy of the Bolshevik Party which stood for the building of social- 
ism in the USSR. With its policy of opposition to the building of socialism, 
Trotskyism ended up, and could not but end up, in the Cup of fascism. 
This, then, ts the essence of what follows, comrades, and | ask you not to 
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lose sight of this essence. 


Further development of Trotskyism, its theoretical preparation for 
acts of terror, murder, wrecking and treasonable alliances with 
fascism. 


Trotsky’s standpoint as to the impossibility of building socialism in the 
USSR was decisively rejected by the Bolshevik Party. Even then Trotsky re- 
fused to throw on to the scrap heap, where it properly belonged, his theory 
of permanent revolution’. Instead he became more and more bitter against 
the Party. And when defeatists like Kamenev and Zinoviev, after the 14th 
Party Conference of the CPSU(B), declared themselves against the possi- 
bility of building socialism, Trotsky, sharing their defeatism and scepticism, 
rushed to form an opportunist alliance with them - the same Zinoviev and 
Kamenev whom Trotsky had described in his Lessons of October as nght- 
wingers and whose removal from the Party he had been secking only recent- 
ly, the same Zinoviev and Kamenev who in turn had been trying their 
utmost to secure the removal of Trotsky from the Party leadership, if not 
from the Party itself. In fact it was none other than Stalin (the same Stalin 
who, according to Trotskyite legend, was afraid of the brilliance’ of Trotsky 
and was therefore implacably hostile to him, seeking his removal from the 
Party at any cost) who opposed Zinoviev and Kamenev’s attempts to expel 
Trotsky from the Party leadership. Here is what Stalin said in this regard: 


"We know that the policy of lopping off, the method of blood-letting [it was 
blood-letting that Kamenev and Zinoviev were demanding] is dangerous and 
infectious. Today, you lop off one limb, tomorrow another, the day after to- 
morrow a third - and what is left of the Party?” 


All this, however, does not prevent the Trotskyites and other bourgeois 
clements from rcpcating the above-mentioned legend regarding the alleged 
implacable hostility of Stalin towards the brilliant’ Trotsky. 


Trotsky did not give up the standpoint according to which it was im- 
possible to build socialism in one country. Therefore, from 1924 onwards, 
Trotsky could only sec that the Bolshevik Party Icd by Stalin was submitting 
to the capitalists and rich peasants, that it was not building socialism. I have 
descnbed on an earlicr occasion Trotsky’s thcory of permanent revolution’ 
as an idealist theory - a theory that fails to take into account reality, a theory 
which is hopelessly in disaccord with reality. Trotsky’s failurc to reject this 
theory in ordcr to mect the requirements of reality, of real life, and his in- 
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sistence that reality had to change in order to meet the requirements of this 
theory, led him into a hopelessly reactionary position, from which he could 
not extricate himself without discarding the reactionary theory that had in 
the first place landed him there, and from which position Trotsky could not 
but describe every achievement in the construction of socialism in the USSR 
as a surrender to capitalism and the dark forces of counter-revolution. The 
more successful the building of socialism in the Soviet Union became, the 
more emphatic and frequent became Trotsky’s prophecies of impending 
doom, destruction, unemployment, economic chaos, civil war and the 
triumph of counter-revolution in the USSR. Idealism is reactionary. An 
idealist theory is a reactionary theory. Idealism in matters of theory leads to 
idealist and reactionary practice. Trotsky’s idealist and reactionary theory 
of permanent revolution’ led him straight to reactionary, counter-revol- 
utionary, practice. In declaring the impossibility of building socialism, and 
in decrying and denigrating the achievements of building socialism in the 
USSR, Trotsky became, whether he wanted to or not and whether he re- 
alised it or not, an ally and a tool of all those reactionary forces which were 
opposed to the building of socialism m the USSR. He im fact became the 
chief ideological spokesman of reactionary and decadent forces all over the 
world, an ideological spokesman of the imperialist bourgeoisie, the kulaks, 
the Mensheviks and bourgeois elements of all kinds. If one arrives at the 
conclusion arrived at by Trotsky then one cannot but attack, as Trotsky did, 
the achievements of socialist construction. 


After Trotsky had been thrown out of the Party in consequence of his 
splittist and factional activities and his repeated failure to abide by the dec- 
larations 7 that he and other leaders of the so-called Left opposition had 
handed to the Central Committee of the Party, in which they had all 
promised to cease their factional activity, he became the bitterest critic of 
the Soviet Union and the Bolshevik Party in general, and of Stalin in par- 
ticular. He joined the imperialist bourgeoisie, nay, became its chief ideo- 
logical spokesman, in its campaign of vilification against the Soviet Union. 
It is due precisely to this reactionary service rendered by Trotsky to the 
bourgeoisic that the latter and the bourgeois radicals, in some cases even re- 
actionaries *, have a soft corner for Trotsky and defend his ’Bolshevism’ 
against ’Stalinist bureaucracy’. It would be useful here to dwell a little more 
on this ideological service rendered by Trotsky to imperialism and reactioa. 
It is doubly important to deal with it, for, apart from constituting an import- 
ant weapon in the armoury of imperialist propaganda and campaign of lies 
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against the USSR, it constitutes at the same time a theoretical preparation 
on a global scale for Trotskyism in action as disclosed in the Moscow Trials, 
that is, a theoretical preparation for acts of terror and murder, diversion 
and wrecking, and for treasonable alliances with fascism, for which acts 
Trotsky and his partners mm crime, both mside the Soviet Union and outside 
of it, were preparing and getting ready. The essence of all the ‘left’ diatribes 
of Trotsky in his Revolution Betrayed, and a multitude of other writings, is 
nothing but a figleaf to cover his far from left activity aimed at overthrowing 
the dictatorship of the proletariat in the Soviet Union and restoring capital- 
ism. Such is the essence of what JR Campbell called Trotsky’s “veritable 
firework display of pompous ‘left’ phrases* (Soviet Policy and its Critics). 

In the five-year plan, aimed at climinating the remaining capitalist ele- 
ments in the USSR, Trotsky sees, as usual, nothing but death, doom and dis- 
aster. He regards the five-year plan as a great ’adventure’ and prophesies 
*doom’: 

"The adventurist policies of Stalin", be said, “are leading the country to its 
doom." 

This doom that Trotsky prophesied with such relish does not materi- 
alise. The Soviet people, despite the immense difficulties, and overcoming 
these difficulties, under the glorious banner of Manasm-Leninism and the 
leadership of the Bolshevik Party headed by Stalin, continue to march along 
the victorious road of building socialism, and achieve victory after victory. 
The victories of the Soviet people cause Trotsky to unleash the most bitter 
denunciations of the Bolshevik Party and to prophesy economic chaos. He 
charges the Bolshevik Party with pursuing a policy that must inevitably land 
the Soviet Union in economic chaos and which must lead to civil war. He 
accuses the Soviet government of his own disease - Bonapartism - and de- 
mands a _ reversal of this ’dangerous policy of the Soviet government. To 
effect reversal of this ’dangerous policy’, Trotsky first demanded a reform of 
the Sovict government and then went on to advocate the anmed overthrow 
of this government. This would appear, comrades, to solve the mystery as to 
why Trotsky ended up with those who wanted to restore capitalism in the 
USSR. The whole theoretical evolution of Trotskyism constituted but a 
preparatory school for its further degeneration and transference to the 
camp of capitalist restoration and that of fascism. 


Guided by the theory of permanent revolution’, Trotsky never missed a 
single opportunity of describing every advance in the building of socialism 
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as a step backward in the direction of capitalism, and accompanying his de- 
scriptions with prophecies of certain doom, etc. From his exile, in 1928, 
Trotsky wrote thus to the 6th Congress of the Commtern: 

"Instead of telling them [the Russian workers] fibs about having realised 
90% socialism, we must Say to them that our economic level, our social and 
cultural conditions approximate today much closer to capitalisrn, and a back- 
ward and uncultured capitalism at that, than to sociahsm. We must tell them 
that we will enter on the path of real socialist construction only when the prole- 
tariat of the most advanced countries will have captured power ... ° (Trotsky, 
On the Draft Prograrnme of the Comintern). 

Here you have it, comrades, in plain language - the assertion of Trotsky 
that the Soviet Union will not even ’enter’ the path of socialism until after 
the victory of the proletariat “of the most advanced countries.” And the year 
in which this assertion is made is 1928, not 1905; this assertion is made in the 
very year in which the Soviet people recorded unimaginable advances in the 
construction of socialism. 

By 1930 it had become cicar to even the most rabid reactionaries that 
their hopes of peaceful restoration of capitalism, which they had hoped and 
expected would be the result of the New Economic Policy (NEP), had faded 
away. On the contrary, the NEP was not only not leading to the restoration 
of capitalism, but it was leading to the successful building of socialism. Rea- 
lising this the reactionaries inside and outside the Soviet Union launched a 
big campaign against the building of socialism in the Soviet Union. The im- 
perialist bourgeoisie launched this campaign of lies and slander in order to 
prepare public opinion in favour of an armed intervention against the Soviet 
Union. Trotsky and his followers gleefully joined the imperialist bour- 
geoisie in their campaign against the building of socialism in the Soviet 
Union. Let the Trotskyists shout louder than ever their ‘left’ phrases, but 
the truth 1s that they were on the side of the umperialist forces of counter- 
revolution and of intervention against the Soviet Union. This truth can 
never be hidden. 

In Britain the British ruling class and "the executive committee for mana- 
ging its affairs", i.e. the Bnitish government, launched the campaign against 
the Soviet Union under the slogans of fighting against ’forced labour’ and 
the ’persecution of religion’ in the USSR. Remember, this was at a time 
when the capitalist world was witnessing a crash; when millions upon mil- 
lions of workers in capitalist countries, having becn made redundant, were 
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experiencing hunger, poverty, misery and degradation; and when the Soviet 
Union, because of its superior economic system - because of socialism - was 
the only country in the world where unemployment was almost negligible 
and where economic miracles were being performed. As for the ’persecu- 
un of religion’, there was never any persecution of religious minonities, nor 
of religion as such. The Soviet government maintained and kept the chur- 
ches open, it paid the pnests, and anyone who wanted to attend the church 
was free to do so. Of course, religion was put in its proper place. The 
clergy could no longer exercise the reactionary influence that they were 
used to exercising during the Tsarist period. If this is ’persecution of reli- 
gion’, so much the better. In any case, since when have the bourgeoisie 
been interested in the fight against the ’persecution of religion’? Only since 
the threat of the revolutionary proletariat began to haunt it. During its rev- 
olutionary youth, the bourgeoisie itself fought against religion, against the 
church, because the latter was a reactionary feudal force which stood in the 
way of social advance and in the way to power of the rising bourgeoisie. But 
the bourgeoisie is no longer a revolutionary force; it is a reactionary force, 
for it is in its period of decline and now, to use Piekhanov’s phrase, for the 
bourgeoisie to go forward means to go down. So it clutches at anything re- 
actionary, like a drowning person clutches at a straw. That is why the bour- 
geoisie tries to instil in the minds of the proletanans respect for religion. 
That is why it champions the defence of God and religion. But the class- 
conscious proletarians know only too well that, lurking behind this defence 
of ’God’ and religion, lies the bourgeoisie’s defence of monopoly capitalism 
- that is, the religion of money-making and exploitation of the working class 
and the toiling millions. 

While the British ruling class was thus busy mobilising public opinion 
and making preparations for an intervention against the Soviet Union, the 
internal reactionaries were not exactly sitting idly by. The Mensheviks 
strengthened their organisation. The All-Union Bureau of Mensheviks or- 
gamised acts of sabotage and made preparations for an imminent interven- 
tion. The Bureau proceeded to establish connections with the illegal 
Menshevik organisation abroad. It also established connections with vari- 
ous foreign governments in order to be able to profit from any intervention 
and seize power. 

It was in these circumstances, then, comrades, that Trotsky joined the 
imperialist bourgeoisie in the latter’s campaign against the Soviet system, 
against socialism. 
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In March 1930 Trotsky wrote an open letter to the members of the Com- 
munist Party of the Soviet Union in which we find the following lines: 

“These lines are dictated by a feeling of greatest andety for the Soviet Union 
and the fate of the dictatorship of the proletariat. The policy of the present-day 
leadership, the tiny group of Stalin, is leading the country at full speed to dan- 
gerous crises and collapses.” (Trotsky, Open Letter to the Members of the 
CPSU, March 1930). 


Just at the time when the Soviet people, under the leadership of the 
working class and its vanguard the CPSU(B), are busy building socialism at 
full speed, Trotsky the pessimist, guided by his absurdly ’left’ theory of ’per- 
manent revolution’ declares that the “any group of Stalin" (Trotsky’s way of 
referring to the Bolshevik Party) "is leading the country ... to crises and col- 
lapses." 

As for Trotsky’s "feeling of greatest anuaety for the Soviet Union and the 
dictatorship of the proletariat’, a better guide to this feeling can be found, not 
in the hypocritical and camouflaged writings of Trotsky but in the actions of 
Trotsky and his colleagues as disclosed at the Moscow Tnials, actions which 
expose the real nature of Trotsky’s feelings of anuety ... for ... the fate of the 
dictatorship of the proletariat," which reveal him as someone entertaining 
feelings of the greatest hostility towards the Soviet Union and the dictator- 
ship of the proletariat and as doing his utmost to cause the overthrow of the 
Soviet government and of the dictatorship of the proletariat, and actions 
which reveal him as an ally and tool of fascism. In any case, what can his 
‘feeling of greatest anuety for the Soviet Union and the dictatorship of the 
proletariat" amount to if at the same time Trotsky bitterly denounces the pol- 
icy of building socialism? It amounts to nothing but pompous and empty 
phrasemongering designed to cover up his real feelings and his policy of 
restoration of capitalism in the USSR. This is the real meaning of these 
feelings of Trotsky’s, comrades, for if socialism cannot be built, then the 
only alternative is the restoration of capitalism. This is the quintessence of 
Trotsky’s feelings, and it goes a long way towards explaining Trotskyism in 
action, viz., Trotskyism as the organiser of murder, sabotage, diversion and 
wrecking - Trotskyism as an ally and puppet of fascism. 

The ’valiant’ Trotsky, frightened by the problems of socialist construc- 
tion and taking comfort in capitulation, declares that socialism cannot be 
built, that any attempt to build socialism must lead to “dangerous crises and 
collapses", that “the tiny group of Stalin” must be stopped at all costs from 
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leading the country along this road of "dangerous crises and collapses". It is 
this defeatism of the theory of ’permanent revolution’ which led Trotsky and 
the others accused at the Moscow Trials to sabotage and to an alliance with 
fascism. This will become amply clear from the admissions of some of the 
accused at these trials, which will be presented shortly. 

Again in the same year, in November 1930, Trotsky writes: 

“To aun at the construction of a nationally located socialist society means, 
in spite of all temporary successes, to pull the productive forces backwards 
even as compared to capitalism ..." 

Fantastic and unbelievable though it may sound, comrades, this is what 
Trotsky says: the more advanced the construction of socialism in a single 
country, the more primitive become the productive forces. In other words, 
in a single socialist country any advance in the construction of socialism is 
always in inverse proportion to the productive forces - the less advanced the 
socialist construction, the more advanced the means of production, and vice 
versa. The conclusion to be drawn from this is clear, i.ec., if the Soviet Union 
wanted to improve its technique, its productive forces, then, in Trotsky’s 
view, this could only be done on the basis of capitalism, by slowing down 
and halting the advance of socialist construction. Even bourgeois econo- 
mists, let alone socialists, could not accept this absurd proposition of Trot- 
sky’s. In any event, practice has proved the absurdity of this proposition 
more than hundreds of books could have done. Practice has shown that the 
mighty advance in Soviet technique and productive forces took place pre- 
cisely on the basis of the policy of building socialism. 

Such then is the essence of Trotsky’s diatribes against the “tiny group of 
Stalin"; Trotsky is bitter because the "tiny group of Stalin” refuses to pay 
heed to the advice of Trotsky, refuses to halt the advance of socialism and 
refuses to restore capitalism. 


In 1931 Trotsky came up with still more predictions in his Problems of 
Development in the USSR. 


The years 1931-32 were years of difficult and complicated struggle for 
the Soviet Union, both from the standpoint of the international situation 
and of the internal struggle. Fascism in Germany was in the offing. Lmper- 
ialists were hatching all kinds of plots for intervention against the Soviet 
Union. Internally the kulaks, realising that socialism was being built, that 
the chances of capitalist restoration were receding fast, increased their re- 
sistance to collectivisation. They resorted to murder of Soviet functionaries 
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and to sabotage in order to undermine and destroy the collective farms. It 
would be worth while, comrades, to give you a description of the kind of 
sabotage resorted to by the kulaks in their resistance to collectivisation. 
The following description comes from the pen of a Ukrainian counter- rev- 
olutionary, Isaac Mazeppa: 


"At first there were mass disturbances in the kolkhozi (collective farms) or 
else the Communist officials or their agents were talled; but later a systern of 
Passive resistance was favoured, which aimed at the systematic frustration of 
the Bolshevik plans for the sowing and the gathering of the harvest. The peas- 
ants and workers, Seeing the nsthless export by their Bolshevik masters of all 
food produce, began to take steps to save themselves from starvation in the 
winter tune and to grasp at any means of fighting against the hated foreign rule. 
This is the main reason for the wholesale hoarding of grain and the thefts from 
the fields - offences which if detected are punishable by death. The peasants 
are passive resisters everywhere; but in Ukrainia the resistance has assumed the 
form of a national struggle. The opposition of the Ulzainian population 
caused the failure of the grain stonng plan of 1931 and still more so that of 
1932. The catastrophe of 1931-2 was the hardest blow that the Soviet Ukraine 
had to face since the famine . of 1921-2. The autumn and spring sowing cam- 
paigns both failed. Whole tracts were left unsown. In addition, when the crops 
were being gathered last year, it happened that, in many areas, especially in the 
South, 20, 40 or even 50 per cent was left in the fields and was either not col- 
lected at all or was ruined in the threshing.” (Isaac Mazeppa in Slavonic Re- 
view, January 1934). 

Firstly, of course, Mazeppa is lying when he says that the masses of peas- 
antry resorted to sabotage. It was not the masses of the peasantry but the 
kulaks and counter-revolutionaries like Mazeppa who resorted to sabotage 
and murder of "Communist officials or their agents". Secondly, as for leaving 
up to 50% of the crop in the fields, how this squares with one’s desire to 
save oneself from "starvation in the winter time,” the Ukrainian counter-rev- 
olutionary Mazeppa alone knows. He does not enlighten us any further on 
this point. With these two reservations, however, it must be admitted that 
the above quotation from Mazeppa gives an accurate picture of the kulak 
sabotage and resistance at the height of collectivisation. 


Trotsky’s reaction to all these difficulties, internal and external, was to 
predict, as usual, the impossibility of building socialism in the USSR and an 
imminent civil war. Collectivisation, he said, would lead to unemployment 
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on a wide scale: 

"If we should further assume that collectivisation, together with the ele- 
ments of new technique [carlicr we were told by him that the construction of 
socialist society means “to pull the productive forces backwards even as com- 
pared to capitalism" |, will considerably increase the productivity of agricultural 
labour, without which collectivisation would not be economically justified, and 
consequently would not maintain itself, tis would immediately create in the 
village, which is even now overpopulated, ten, twenty, or more millions of sur- 
plus workers, whom industry would not be able to absorb even with the most 
optimistic plans". (Trotsky, Problerns of the Development of the USSR, 1931). 

So Trotsky’s conclusion in 1931 1s: collectivisation must be stopped. 
This conclusion ts reached, comrades, by the same Trotsky who in 1924, 
when collectivisation would indeed have endangered the very existence of 
the Soviet regime *, was demanding immediate full-scale collectivisation 
and was accusing Stalin of being in league with the kulaks for not agreeing 
to this. Such then is the essence of Trotskyist economics and politics: col- 
lectivisation without adequate preparations in 1924, and a halt to collectivi- 
sation im 1931. Trotsky gave similar advice on the mdustrial front, as will be 
seen shortly. 

Socialism, repeats Trotsky for the umptecnth time, cannot be built: 

"The unpossibility of constructing a self-sufficient socialist economy revives 
the basic contradictions of socialist construction at every new stage on an ever 
greater scale and with an ever greater depth.” (ibid) 

In other words, the greater the advances in socialist construction, the 
greater the impossibility of building socialism. A profound absurdity indeed, 
to which only Trotsky could have given currency. The greater the indus- 
trialisation, the greater the collectivisation, the greater, says Trotsky, will be 
the development of contradictions in Soviet society - contradictions which 
will lead to civil war, "the collapse of the plan principle" and the inevitable 
restoration of capitalism. In proof of this assertion Trotsky quotes the then 
recently held trials of Measheviks, tnals which only a few years later Trotsky 
was to describe as "Stalinist framne-ups". But in 1931 these trials bad not yet 
been transformed into ‘frame-ups*. Here is what Trotsky says about these 
tnals in support of this assertion: 


"Two trials - against the specialist-wreckers and against the Mensheviks - 


have given an earemely striking picture of the relationship of forces of the 
Classes and the parties in the USSR. It was irrefutably established by the court 
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{note the language, comrades. No hint as yet of these trials being ’Stalinist 
frame-ups’] that during the years 1923-28 the bourgeois specialists, in close al- 
lance with the foreign centres of the bourgeoisie, successfully carried through 
an artificial slackening down of industrialisation, counting upon the re- estab- 
lishment of capitalist relationships.” (Trotsky, Problems of Development of 
the USSR, p. 26). 

Now, nobody would deny that the building of socialism gives rise to the . 
intensification of class struggle. As Stalin said: 

“We must destroy and cast aside the rotten theory that with every advance 
we make the class struggle here of necessity would die down more and more, 
and that in proportion as we achieve success the class enemy would become 
more and more tractable. 

“Thus is not only a rotten theory but a dangerous one, for it lulls our people, 
leads then into a trap, and makes it possible for the class enemy to rally for 
the struggle against the Soviet government. 

“On the contrary, the further forward we advance, the greater the successes 
we achieve, the greater will be the fury of the remnants of the broken exploiting 
classes, the sooner will they resort to sharper forms of struggle, the more will 
they seek to harm the Soviet state and the more will they clutch at the most 
desperate means of struggle, as the last resort of doomed people.” (Stalin, De- 
fects in Party Work and Measures for Liquidating Trotskyites and Other 
Double Dealers, report to the Central Committee of the CPSU, 3/5 March, 
1937). 


The resistance and sabotage practised by the kulaks, etc, has already 
been noted. This was bound to happen. As the exploiters more and more 
realised that their chances of regaining their ‘lost paradisc’ were receding, 
they were bound to engage in atiempts aimed at the restoration of capital- 
ism. But their attempts were onc thing. Success in these attempts was quite 
another. The mighty Soviet people, under the leadership of the Sovict 
working class and its vanguard party, the CPSU(B), were quite capable of 
smashing these attempts at restoration of capitalism to smithereens. His- 
tory bears testimony to the fact © that this is precisely what the Soviet people 
at the time did. The trials of the Mensheviks were, therefore, an example 
not only of attempts by the bourgeoisie to restore capitalism, but also of the 
mighty fist of the Soviet people which annihilated these attempts. 

But the defeatist Trotsky thought otherwise. He was convinced that the 
Soviet people could not successfully smash attempts to restore capitalism, 
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that civil war and restoration of capitalism were bound to follow the devel- 
opment of contradictions in the USSR as night follows day. He predicted 
that “hostile forces” would “break through the surface," that the "managernents 
of the trusts would quickly approach the position of private owners or agents of 
foreign capital, to which many of them would be compelled to tum in their 
struggle for eastence. In the village, where the forms of collective farms which 
are not very capable of offering resistance, would hardly have had time to ab- 
sorb the srnall commodity producers, the collapse of the plan principle would 
precipitously unleash the elernents of primitive accurnulation.” (Trotsky, ibid). 

Here it is, comrades, for everyone to sce: the capitulationism of Trotsky, 
the super-industrialiser, the advocate of an offensive against the kulaks in 
192A! 

In regard to the intcrnational situation, with German fascism looming 
large on the horizon, Trotsky betrays his usual optimism. Discussing the 
possible victory of fascism in Germany, which had at that time not yet taken 
place, Trotsky says: 

"The crushing of the German protetariat at the hands of the fascists would 
already comprise at least half of the collapse of the Soviet Republic’ (Ger- 
many, Key to the International Situation, 1931). 

On the basis of an extremely pessimistic appraisal of the mternal and in- 
ternational situation, overestimating the forces of mmpcrialism and reaction, 
underestimating the ability of the Soviet proletariat and masses of people, 
ignoring the inter-imperialist contradictions, and scared by the problems of 
revolution and socialist construction, the Trotskyites ended up by becoming 
"a mouthpiece of the forces hostile to the proletariat’. Here is how Radek 
during his trial explained this development: 

"A large nurnber of Trotskyites who had returned to the Party’, explained 
Radek, "were working in key positions in various parts of the country at a time 
when the fight for the Five-Year Plan had become caste, when it had assured 
the very acute form of clashes with ladaks in some parts of the country and 
with those elements arnong the middle peasantry who followed the lead of the 
kulaks, and these former colleagues in the struggle began to flood me with in- 
formation of the most pessimistic character, information which most fatally af- 
fected my opinion of the situation in the country. 

"This was in 1930 and 1931. I appraised the situation as follows: the gains 
Of the Five-Year Pian were enormous, an important step had been made in the 
direction of industrialisation. To a certain extent, the collective farms were al- 
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ready a definite fact. But at the same time, on the basis of the information I 
then possessed and the appraisal of the situation then made by the Trotskyite 
economists I was intimate with - I will mention Smilga and Preobrazhensky - I 
believed that the economic offensive was being conducted on too wide a front, 
that the material forces available (number of tractors, etc) would not permit of 
universal collectivisation, and if this general offensive were not slowed down 
this would, as we defined it by a catch phrase, ‘end like the march on Warsaw’, 
that at this fast rate industrialisation would produce no results, but would only 
cause huge expenditure. 

“Already at that time, in 1931, I thought it was necessary to hold back the 
Offensive, and to mass resources on definite sectors of the economic front. 


"In short, I dissented on the main question: on the question of continuing 
to fight for the Five-Year Plan. To analyse these disagreernents from the social 
angle - of course, I then believed the tactics which I regarded as correct to be 
the best Communist tactics - but if one were to ask for the social analysis of 
this thing I would have to say: history's joke was that I overestimated the power 
of resistance, the ability, not only of the mass of the lalaks, but also of the 
middle peasants, to pursue an independent policy. | was scared by the difficul- 
ties and thus became a mouthpiece of forces hostile to the proletariat.” (Trial 
of the Anti-Soviet Trotskyite Centre, Moscow 1937, pp. 83-84). 

All his previous predictions of doom having failed to come truc, Trotsky 
makes yet another prediction of imminent doom should the Soviet govern- 
ment not effect a retreat’ in its policy of socialist construction. Here ts what 
Trotsky wrote in 1932 in his Soviet Economy in Danger. 

"The whole trouble is that the prize leaps in industnalisation have brought 
the diverse elernents of the Plan into a dire contradiction with each other ... 
that the economy functions without material reserves and without calculation 
.. The trouble is that the accrued disproportions threaten even bigger and big- 
ger surprises. The trouble is that the uncontrolled bureaucracy has tied up its 
prestige with the subsequent acaunulation of errors." 

We would merely add that "the rouble is" that our arch- egotst Trotsky 
has "ted up" his “prestige” with his wretched theory of permanent revolution’ 
and “with the subsequent accumulation of errors". 

Trotsky continues with yet more hair-raising forecasts. He predicts 
large-scale unemployment, the shutting down of enterprises, and rumous 
consequences in the rural economy - in the sphere of agncaulture. 
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"The trouble is that a crisis is impending with a retinue of consequences 
such as enforced shutting down of enterprises and unemployment.” (Trotsky, 
Soviet Economy in Danger, 1932). And further. 

"The headlong chase after breaking records in collectivisation ... has led in 
actuality to ruinous consequences. It has destroyed the stirruli of the srnall 
producer long before it was able to supplant them by other and much higher 
industry, turns out to be absolutely powerless in the sphere of rural economy." 
(Ibid). 

Trotsky, the erstwhile supcr-industnialiser and advocate of an offensive 
against the kulaks in 1924) therefore proposes retreat "both in industry and 
in rural economy". Here ts what he says: 

"A temporary retreat is eagent both in industry and in rural economy. The 
hitherrnost line of retreat caruvot be determined beforehand. It will be revealed 
only in the experience of capital reconstruction. 

“First of all a retreat is inevitable in the sphere of collectivisation. Here 
more than anywhere else the administration is the captive of its own mistakes." 
(Ibid). And further. 

"The policy of mechanically ‘liquidating the laudak’ is now factually dis- 
carded. A cross should be placed over it officially. And sirnultaneously it is 
necessary to establish the policy of severely restricting the exploiting tendencies 
of the kaslak ... " (ibid). 

Ignoring Trotsky’s distortions such as that the policy of mechanically 
‘liquidating the kalak’ is now factually discarded” (and this ts a distortion in a 
double sense because (1) the policy of climimating the kulak was not a mech- 
anical but a scientifically worked out policy and (m) just at the time when 
Trotsky says that the policy of liquidating the kulak has been discarded in 
fact the offensive was proceeding with the momentum of an avalanche), I 
must Once again remind you, comrades, that the above retreat is demanded 
by Trotsky m 1932 - the same Trotsky who advocated in 1924 an offensive 
against the kulaks at which time the offcnsive would certamly have been, to 
use Trotsky’s phrase, at an “adventurist tempo". This is the logical absurdity 
that flows quite naturally from the “absurdly Left" theory of ’permanent rev- 
olution’. Because of this logical absurdity mherent m Trotskyism, Trot- 
skyites always and everywhere are busy performing the future tasks of the 
movement while at the same time profoundly ignoring the current tasks. 
They are always fighting cither the wrong enemies, or non-existent enemies. 
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They are always beating the air. Reality always cludes the poor fellows. Yet 
anyone who does not join with them in beating the air and tilting at wind- 
mills is not a rcvolutionary but a "Stalinist bureaucrat’. 

As to the above ‘temporary retreat” demanded by Trotsky, the real nature 
of this ‘temporary retreat" was revealed by Bukharin at his trial. Bukharin 
left no doubt that this “ternporury retreat" was nothing but a demand for the 
restoration of capitalism. What Bukharin had to say on the programme of 
the Bloc of Rights and Trotskyites is well worth noting. It is important not 
only because it provides us with information regarding the rcal nature of 
this programme and of the ‘Yernporary retreat” demanded by this Bloc, but 
also because if is cssential to a real understanding of the cvolution of the 
Bloc of Rights and Trotskyites. Bukharin’s testimony, like that of Radek 
quoted earlier, solves the mystery of how it was possible that a number of 
promment cx-Bolshcviks should find themselves in the dock accused of 
crimes such as working for capitalist restoration and collaborating with fas- 
cism m order to achicve this aim. Let Bukharin speak from the dock: 

"Just because it seerns to me that this tial is of public unportance, and be- 
cause this question has been dealt with extremely little, I thought it would be 
useful to dwell on the programme which has never been written down any- 
where, on the practical programme of the "bloc of Rights and Trotskyites’, and 
to decipher one formula, namely, what is meant by the restoration of capital- 
isrn, in the way it was visualised and conceived in the circles of the "bloc of 
Rights and Trotskyites’ ... 

"The Right counter-revolutionaries seemed at first to be a ‘deviation’, they 
seemed, at a first glance, to be people who began with discontent in connection 
with collectivisation, in connection with industrialisation, with the fact, as they 
seemed to be the chief thing. Then the Ryutin platform appears. When all the 
State machines, when all the means, when all the best forces were flung into 
the industriahsation of the country, into collectivisation, we found ourselves 
literally in twenty-four hours, on the other shore, we found ourselves with the 
kulaks, with the counter- revolutionaries, we found ourselves with the capitalist 
remnants which still existed at the time in the sphere of trade. Hence it follows 
that the basic meaning, the judgment, from the subjective standpoint, is clear. 
Here we went through a very interesting process, an over-estimation of individ- 
ual enterprise, a crawling over to its idealisation, the idealisation of the 
Property-owner. Such was the evolution. Our programme was - the prosperous 
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peasant farm of the individual, but in fact the kulak became an end in itself. 
We were wonical about the collective farms. We, the counter-revolutionary 
plotters, came at that time more and more to display the psychology that col- 
lective farms were music of the future. What was necessary was to develop rich 
property-owners. This was the tremendous change that took place in our 
standpoint and psychology. In 1917 it would never have occurred to any of the 
members of the Party, myself included, to pity the Whiteguards who had been 
killed, yet in the period of the liquidation of the lauaks, in 1929-30, we pitied 
the expropriated kulaks, from so-called humanitarian motives. To whom 
would it have occurred in 1919 to blame the dislocation of our economic life 
on the Bolsheviks, and not on sabotage? To nobody. It would have sounded 
as frank and open treason. Yet I myself in 1928 invented the formula about 
the military-feudal exploitation of the peasantry, that is, I put the blarne for the 
costs of the class struggle not on the class that was hostile to the proletariat, but 
on the leaders of the proletariat itself. This was already a swing of 180 degrees. 
This meant that ideological and political platforms grew into counter-revol- 
utionary platforms. Kulak farming and lailak interests actually becarne a point 
of programme. The logic of the struggle led to the logic of ideas and to a 
change of our psychology, to the counter- revolutionising of our aims" (Trial of 
the Anti-Soviet Bloc of Rights and Trotskyites). 

It would be difficult if not impossible, comrades, to get a better explana- 
tion than the one given here by Bukharin of the development of the Bloc of 
Rights and Trotskyites, of how they became counter-revolutionary wreckers 
and saboteurs. This testimony of Bukharin’s constitutes one of the most 
scientific explanations ever given of the “counter-revolutionising” of the aims 
of the Bloc of Rights and Trotskyites. It explains not only the evolution of 
the Bloc of Rights and Trotskyites as a bloc, but also that of each of its indi- 
possible to build in the Sovict Union arose the opposition of the Trotskyites 
and Rights to the Bolshevik Party’s policy of building socialism. From the 
Opposition to the building of socialism arose the opposition’s sympathy for 
the kulaks and its finding itself "kiterally within twenty-four hours, on the other 
remnants ..° 

From the foregoing it clearly emerges that whereas the Soviet govern- 
ment and Party were leading the pcople in their victorious struggle for 
building socialism, the Trotskyites, Zinovievites and Rights, starting with 
their programme of the impossibility of building socialism, were fast ap- 


proaching, by the logic of the struggic, their counter-revolutionary pro- 
gramme for the restoration of capitalism. 

The policy of the CPSU(B) and the Soviet government was to Icad the 
Soviet masses in thei millions m the arduous task of building socialism. 
Many difficulties naturally arosc. But the Soviet masses, holding high the 
banner of Marxism-Leninism and under the glorious leadership of the Bol- 
shevik Party, overcame all difficulties, climimated one obstacle after an- 
other, overpowered the resistance of the kulaks and rich merchants, and, 
never surrendering in the face of difficulties and the fierce resistance of 
class encmies, advanced from victory to victory and did build socialism m 
the USSR. 

The building of socialism in the USSR was an event of world-historic im- 
portance, an event of no less importance than the October Revolution itself. 

By successfully building socialism m the USSR the Soviet people dem- 
onstrated to the whole world how even a backward country, such as Russia 
was in 1917, could, m the course of a couple of decades, raise its technique 
and improve the quality of life of tts people, turning them from the un- 
healthy, underfed, illiterate and ignorant mass they were before the Revol- 
ution into healthy, well-fed, literatc, well-mformed and proud Sovict 
citizens. By building socialism the Sovict people dealt a death-blow both to 
Trotsky’s reactionary theory that socialism could not be built in a single 
backward country and to the hopes and desires of imperialists who had for a 
cause the Soviet government and Party to abandon this policy m favour of 
the one advocated by the Trotskyites and Rights and, incidentally, by the 
imperialists. The whole world owes a debt of gratitude to the Soviet pcople, 
the Soviet government, the CPSU(B) and to ifs leader J.V. Stalin for smash- 
ing to smithereens, by actually building socialism, the reactionary theory of 
the mpossibility of building socialism in a single backward country. 

The policy of the Trotskyites and Rights was that of defeatism and sur- 
render in the face of difficulties. Around the defeatist Trotskyist pro- 
gramme gathered a number of notorious defeatists, for mstance, Kamenev 
and Zimoviev who after the 14th Party Conference deserted the camp of Le- 
nmism and migrated to that of Trotskyism. All these pcople then pro- 
ceeded to establish relations with the group of Rights headed by Bukhann, 
Rykov and Tomsky. The rapprochement between Trotskyites and Rights 
only became a possibility because Trotsky accepted the programme of the 
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Rights in its entirety and, to use Bukharin’s cxapression, because Trotsky had 
shed his left uniform. 

The Trotskytcs and Rights united on the basis of the Ryutin pro- 
gramme’. The essence of the Ryutm programme was that if stood (i) for 
the dissolution of collective as well as state farms, (n) for the leasing of So- 
viet factories to forcign capitalists, and (ii) terrorism against the leaders of 
the Bolshevik Party and of the Soviet government, particularly against 
Stalin, to capture the lcadership and achieve the above two aims. 

The essence of the Ryuti programme was that it stood for the restora- 
tion of capitalism m the USSR. 

The Ryutin programme was not the result of the efforts of Ryutm alonc. 
It was produced collectively by all the Rights, and thcy had all discussed it 
at length. At the time of its carculation the leaders of the Rights - Bukharin, 
Rykov and Tomsky - managed to keep themsclves m the background. 
Kamencv and Zinovicev, however, were found m possession of this pro- 
gramme and were cxpclicd from the Party. 

In view of this information, some of which camc to light during the Mos- 
cow trials or im the course of the investigations leading up to them, it is now 
clear that m 1932-33 the situation in regard to the composition of the vari- 
ous anti-Party conspiratorial organtsations cugaged m treasonable activity 
for the forcible overthrow of the Soviet government and for the restoration 
saa: eas nang ane a iasna tei 


(3) ZINOWEEY and 
(2) KAMENEV. 
They were the leaders of the former Leningrad opposition. 


(3) LP. BAKAYEV, who was in charge of the day-to-day organisafion of 
terrorist attacks against the leaders of the Party and government. 
(4) LI. REINGOLD, who was the most active member of the Zinovievite 


underground counter-revolutionary organisation and who was at all times m 
direct contact with Zmowviev and Kamencv and took part im all the secret 
conferences of the Zimovievites. 


(5) G.E. EVDOKIMOV 


210 TROTSKYISM OR LENINISM? ’ Part 


(6) R.V. PICKEL, who was one of Zinoviev’s most trusted men and was 
for many ycars in charge of his secretariat. He was an active member of the 
Moscow terrorist centre. 

The Trotskyites were: 

(7) LN. SMIRNOV, who was a firm supporter of Trotsky during the 
Party debate of 1923-7, Trotsky’s deputy in the USSR, and the actual or- 
ganiser and leader of the underground Trotskyite counter-revolutionary ac- 
tivities in the USSR. He maintained personal connections with Trotsky and 
Trotskyite organisations abroad. 

(8) AE. DREITZER, who was responsible for the day-to-day organisa- 
tional work of this group. Trotsky described Dreitzer as "an officer of the 
Red Army. During and after my expulsion he had, together with ten or twelve 
of the officers, organised a guard around my home". Together with Trotsky 
he had organised the counter-revolutionary demonstration of 7 November 
1927. When Trotsky was in exile in Alma-Ata, Dreitzer organised the com- 
munications between Trotsky and the Moscow Trotskyite centre. 

(9) S.V. MRACHKOVSKY, who was the man most in Trotsky’s con- 
fidence and personally closest to him. He had at one time occupied an im- 
portant position in the army. 

(10) ES. HOLTZMAN, who was an active member of the Trotskyite 
counter-revolutionary organisation, personally connected with Smimov on 
whose imstructions he maintained contact with the Trotskyite centre abroad. 
In 1932 he personally received from Trotsky instructions regarding prepara- 
tions for terroristic acts against the leaders of the CPSU. 

(11) V.A. TER-VAGANYAN, who admitted in court that he was one of 
the organisers of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite centre and that this centre was 
organised on the basis of Trotsky’s instructions on terrorism. 

(12) V.P. OLBERG, “that peculiar citizen of the Republic of Honduras’, 
was a paid agent of Trotsky and simultaneously of the German secret police, 
the Gestapo. He was a member of the German Trotskyite organisation 
since 1927-28 and was sent to the USSR by Trotsky with a commission to 
carry out terrorist acts. 

(13) M. LURYE, who left Berlin for Moscow on 4 March 1933 having re- 
ceived Trotsky’s instructions to speed up terroristic acts against the leaders 
of the CPSU and the Soviet government. 

(14) N. LURYE, who arrived in the USSR in Apmnil 1932 from Berlin on a 
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special mission of the Trotskyite organisation for the purpose of committing 
terroristic acts. 

(15) K.B. BERMAN-YURIN 

(16) FRITZ DAVID (KRUGLYANSKY), who was also sent to the USSR 
by Trotsky with instructions to make an attempt on the life of Comrade 
Stalin. He received these mstructions in Copenhagen personally from Trot- 


result of occupymg this very important post was able to place other mem- 
bers and supporters of the centre m key positions. He was onc of the 
leaders of the so-called parallel centre. 


(2) K.B. RADEK, who adhered to the Trotskyite theory of the impossi- 
bility of building socialism in the USSR and who jeered at the theory of 
building socialism in the USSR as the theory of building socialism m one 
street. He was one of the leaders of the centre. 

(3) G.Y. SOKOLNIKOV, the Assistant People’s Commissar for Foreign 
Affairs and one-time People’s Commissar of Finance, who in 1925 slan- 
dered the Soviet state by his assertion that the infernal trading estab- 
lishments of the USSR were state capitalist enterprises. 

(4) L.P. SEREBRYAKOV, who was another of the leaders of the so- 
called parallel Trotskyite centre and who had opposed Lenin in the discus- 
sion on the trade unions. He held a liquidationist position with regard to 
the Party. 

(5) N.L MURALOV, who was a Trotskyite ’soldicr’, one of Trotsky’s 
most loyal and steadfast aides. He too confessed that he was a wrecker and 
a diversionist. 

(6) Y.ALIVSHITZ, who was an ex-Assistant People’s Commissar of 
Railways and simultancously Pyatakov’s assistant in criminal affairs on the 
railways. 

(7) Y.N. DROBNIS, who was an old professional Trotskyite who exter- 
minated workers in accordance with the formula ’the more victims the bet- 
ter’. 


(8) M.S. BOGUSLAVSKY, a Trotskyite. 
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(9) LA. KNYAZEV, who was a Japanese spy who wrecked dozens of 
trains. 


(10) S.A. RATAICHAK, who occupsed the key post of Chief of the Cen- 
tral Administration of Chemical Industry. In this responsible post "this 
super-wrecker, develops his chemical talents, .. causes explosions, destroys the 
fruits of the labour of the people, kills people” (Vyshinsky). 

(11) BO. NORKIN 

(12) A.A. SHESTOV 

(13) MLS. STROILOV 

(14) Y.D. TUROK 

(15) LS. HRASCHE, whom Vyshinsky described as “a man not only of 
principal occupation by the eloquent, but not very pleasant word, spy." 

(16) GE. PUSHIN 

(17) V.V. ARNOLD, who was described as “this international tramp", and 
was a man of many names, a hardened scoundrel and a trusted Trotskyite 
agent. 


As can be seen this group held very important positions m the Soviet 
government and industry, much more so than those held by the first-men- 
tioned group. 


(1) N.L BUKHARIN who for years occupied many important positions 
in the Party, though he was known for his vacillation in politics and for his 
opposition to Lemm and the ime of the Party. 


(2) A.L RYKOV, who was an ex-Pnme Minister of the USSR. 


(3) G.G. YAGODA, who was head of the political police, the OGPU, 
until 1936. 

Trotskyites in the Bloc: 

(4) KRESTINSKY, who was an ex-ambassador to Berlin, an ex- People’s 
Commissar of Finance and an ex-Secretary of the Central Committee of the 
CPSU. 


(5) K.G. RAKOVSKRY, who was an ex-ambassador to London and Paris. 
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(6) AP. ROZENGOLTZ, who was the People’s Commissar of Foreign 
Trade of the USSR. 

(7) SA. BESSONOV 

Nationalist allies of the Rights and Trotskyites were: 

(8) GF. GRINKO, who was People’s Commissar of Finance of the 
USSR and a Ukrainian nationalist. 

(9) A. IKRAMOV, who was one of the leaders of the bourgeois nationa- 
list organisation in Uzbekistan, and m the 1930s the Secretary of the Central 
Asiatic Bureau of the Central Committee of the CPSU. 

(10) F. KHODJAYEYV, who was also onc of the leaders of the bourgeois 
nationalist organisation in Uzbekistan. 

(11) V.F. SHARANGOVICH, who was onc of the leaders of the Bycelo- 
russian national fascist organisation which had set itself the aim of under- 
mining Soviet power and of sevenng Byelorussia from the USSR and 
placing it under the rule of Polish capitalists and landlords. 

The nationalists had joined the CPSU(B) because they believed that the 
Party, through the NEP, was leading in the direction of capitalism. But as 
the Five-Year Plan unfolded, and thus the chances of restoration of capital- 
ism became dimmer and dimmer, the nationalists became resolutely hostile 
to Soviet power. They became the allies of the Rights such as Bukharin and 
Rykov, for both tendencies (the nationalists and the Rights) were opposed 
to the building of socialism m the USSR. The Rights promised the nationa- 
lists the establishment of independent bourgeois national republics after 
capturing power in the Soviet Union. 

(12) M.A. CHERNOV, the People’s Commissar of Agriculture of the 
USSR, who was an ex-Menshevik who maintamed connections with the 
Menshevik organisations in foreign countries. He joined the CPSU at the 
time of the NEP. 

(13) L.G. LEVIN, who, like Pletnev and Kazakov (see below), was one of 
a group of doctors under the influence of Yagoda. 


(14) D.D. PLETNEV 
(15) LN. KAZAKOV 


(16) 1.A. ZELENSKY, who was a former head of the All-Union Admin- 
istration of Co-operatives (1.¢., Chairman of the Centrosdyuz). 


Others of less political importance, who were merely tools of the leader- 
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ship group, were: 

(17) V.L IVANOV 

(18) P.T. ZUBAREV, who was onc of the organisers and leaders of the 
counter-revolutionary underground organisation of Rights in the Urals. 

(19) P.P. BULANOV, who was former Secretary of the People’s Com- 
missariat of Internal Affairs. 

(20) P.P. KRYUCHKOV, who was the former secretary of M Gorky. 


(21) V.A. MAXIMOV-DIKOVSKY, who was a former secretary of Kui- 
byshev, the Vice-Chairman of the Council of People’s Commissars of the 
USSR who was murdered by the Bloc of Rights and Trotskyites. 


D. Military group including: 
(1) MLN. TUKHACHEVSKY 
(2) LE. YAKOV 

(3) LP. UBOREVITCH 

(4) AG. KORK 

(5) R.P. EIDEMANN 

(6) BM. FELDMAN 

(7) V.M. PRIMAKOV 

(8) V.K. PUTNA 


This group, while operating independently only to a certain extent, 
maintained contacts mainly with the Rights. 


In 1933, on the instructions of Trotsky, these groups established a con- 
tact centre through which they exchanged information regularly and coordi- 
nated their pohcy. The first three groups maintained regular contact with 
Trotsky (who was in exile), and carried out his instructions. The groups had 
no difficulty in maintaining regular contact with Trotsky abroad. Some of 
the members of the groups in their official capacities had to go abroad from 
time to time. While on official visits abroad, they took the opportunity of 
being m touch with Trotsky cither directly or indirectly. As can be seen 
from the composition of the second group, quite a few of its members were 
Trotskyites who had been the Soviet Unions’s ambassadors in such import- 
ant centres as Paris and Berlin. Also some of the accused in their official 
capacities had to meet in Moscow the diplomatic representatives of foreign 
countries. All these factors made it extremely casy for thc first three groups 
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to be in constant touch with the exaled Trotsky. 


Restoration of capitalism - the economic programme of the 
conspirators 


All the groups were united in their hostility and opposition to the build- 
ing of socialism in the USSR. They were united in their defeatism. The 
groups were composed of people who were defeatist, who surrendered in 
the face of difficulties. The economic programme of these groups involved 
the dissolution of collective and state farms and a return to individual capi- 
talist farming in the sphere of agriculture; it involved the slowing down of 
rapid industrialisation. In brief, the economic programme of the groups in- 
volved the restoration of capitalist relations of production, the implementa- 
tion of the policy of ’retreat’, i.c., of capitalist restoration, as outlined by 
Trotsky in his Soviet Economy in Danger. This policy was in essence indis- 
tinguishable from the Ryutin programme. Radek explained the significance 
of the economic programme of these groups at his trial. In the spheve of in- 
dustry Radek explained that this programme meant “not only the granting of 
concessions on industrial enterprises of importance to capitalist states, but also 
the transfer, the sale to private capitalist owners, of important economic enter- 
prises to be specified by thern. Trotsky contemplated the issue of debenture 
loans, t.e., the admission of foreign capital for the exploitation of those fac- 
tories which would formally rernain in the hands of the Soviet state. 

“In the sphere of agranan policy, he (i.e., Trotsky) quite clearly stated that 
the collective farms would have to be disbanded, and advanced the idea of giv- 
ing tractors and other complex agricultural machinery to individual peasants in 
order to revive a new kulak stratum. Lastly tt was quite openly stated that pri- 
vate capttal would have to be revived in the cities. It was clear that it meant the 
restoration of capitalism.” (Trial of Anti-Soviet Trotskyite Centre, 1937, pp. 
113-114). 

At the same trial Pyatakov also explained the true meaning of the ’re- 
treat’ advocated by Trotsky - a "retreat very far in the direction of capitalism". 
Pyatakov explained that the essence of the economic programme advocated 
by Trotsky was indistinguishable from the economic programme of the 
Rights - the Ryutin Programme - and that unity between the Trotskyites and 
the Rights was “not only a tactical measure", but also a unity which had 
“some significance in principle." Here is what Pyatakov said in this context: 

"To put it simply, Trotsky explained that it would be a very serious retreat. 
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This ts exactly what he said: you [meaning Pyatakov] ave stall under the sway 
of the old ideas of 1925- 1926 [when Trotsky was a super-mdustnaltser] and 
you are unable to see that in essence our coming to power will mean that we 
will have to retreat very far in the direction of capitalism. In this connection 
Trotsky said that in essence our programme was the same as that of the Rights 
insofar as the Rights had adopted a diversive wreclang programme and con- 
sidered that tt was necessary to retreat towards capitalism. Trotsky expressed 
very great satisfaction when I told him about Sokolnikov's conversation with 
Tomsky and my conversation with Tomsky, and also about the contacts 
Radek and | had with Bukharin. He said that this was not only a tactical 
measure, that it to say, unity in the struggle against one and the same enemy, 
but that this unity had some significance in principle* (Trial of Anti-Soviet 
Trotskyite Centre, 1937, pp.65-66). 

Bukharin said something similar at his thal. He explained that the prac- 
tical formulation of their programme meant the restoration of capitalism in 
the economic sphere and the restoration of bourgeois democracy in the pol- 
itical sphere. In other words, the programme of the Rights and Trotskyites 
meant nothing more and nothing less than the overthrow of the dictatorship 
of the proletariat and an cnd to socialist construction. Said Bukharin: 


“If my programme stand were to be formulated practically, it would be, in 
curtailment of the collective farms, foreign concessions, surrender of the mon- 
opoly of foreign trade, and, as a result - the restoration of capitalism in the 
COURtry ... 

“Inside the country our actual programme - this I think must be said with 
all emphasis - was lapse into bourgeots-democratic freedom, coalition, be- 
cause from the bloc with the Mensheviks, Socialist-Revolutionanies, and the 
like, it follows that there would be freedom of parties, freedom of coalition, 
and follows quite logically from the combination of forces for struggle, because 
if allies are chosen for overthrowing the government, on the day after the 
possible victory they would be partners in power. A lapse not only into the 
ways of bourgeois-dernocratic freedom, but in the politcal sense into ways, 
where there are undoubtedly elements of Caesarism." (Trial of Ant-Soviet 
Bloc of Rights and Trotskyites, pp. 381-382). 

Replying to an intervention by Vyshinsky, the prosecutor, Bukhanin ex- 
plained that ’Caesarism’ meant fascasm: 

"Since in the circles of the Bloc of Right and Trotskyites there was an ideo- 
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logical ontentation towards the kalaks and at the sane time an orientation to- 
wards a ‘palace revolution’ and a coup d'état, towards a military conspiracy 
and a praetonan guard of counter-revolutionaries, this is nothing other than 
the elements of fascism" (Trial of the Anti-Soviet Bloc of Rights and Trot- 
skyites, p.382). 

The group of bourgeois nationalists mentioned carlier who were work- 
ing for the samc aim of restoring capitalism in the USSR as were the Rights 
and Trotskyites found common cause with the latter. The nationalists had 
joined the Party at the time of the NEP because “we considered that the evol- 
ution of the NEP in the direction we desired [i-e., restoration of capitalism] 
was not excluded. On the other hand, we did not see in Europe the forces in 
alliance with which we could advance more resolutely." (Grinko, Trial of Anti- 
Soviet Bloc of Rights and Trotskyites, 1938, p.69). 

But when it became clearer that not only was the NEP not evolving "in 
the direction desired” by the bourgeots nationalists but that it was leading on 
the contrary to the successful building of socialism, the nationalists ceased 
merely to carry out the “political reconnoitring,” in which they had hitherto 
indulged. Says Grinko: “We gradually put out feelers for foreign political 
forces that could help us". And at this ime “the Ukrainian nationalist organi- 
sation had entirely taken up the position of the Right on general political ques- 
tions, that is to say, the position of fighting industialisation and 
collectivisation". 

Having already established contacts with “certain states hostile to Soviet 
power’, Grinko’s nationalist group went on in 1935-6 to establish relations 
with the Rights and Trotskyites. What united the Rights and Trotskyites on 
the one hand and the nationalists on the other was that all of them had 
taken up an identical position “on the general political questions, that is to 
say, the position of fighting industrialisation and collectivisation"; all of them 
had taken up the position of fighting against the Party’s policy of building 
socialism, the position of undermining the Soviet government and working 
for the restoration of capitalism. It is futile to ask the qucstion whethcr all 
of them subjectively desired the restoration of capitalism. The nationalists 
certainly subjectively desired such restoration, but as regards the Rights 
and Trotskyites the objective truth is that, having made the impossibility of 
building socialism in the USSR their point of departure, they were quite 
naturally and by the “logic of struggle” led to occupy a counter-revolutionary 
position which was objectively indistinguishable from that hcld by Gnnko’s 
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nationalist group. "The logic of struggle,” said Bukharin, “led to the logic of 
ideas and to a change of our psychology, to the counter-revolutionising of our 
aims." Bukharin was absolutely nght. The Trotskyite and Rightist stand 
was bound to attract all elements both national and international who were 
“hostile to Soviet power” and to weld them all mto a counter-revolutionary 
united front against Soviet power and against socialism, that was spurred on 
by its hatred for socialism. The Trotskyites and Rights represented the ’so- 
aialist’ sections of this anticommunist counter-revolutionary united front 
against socialism, against the state of the working class. Having started with 
a position which was objectively counter-revolutionary, the Trotskyites and 
Rights ended up with a position that was subjectively counter-revolutionary 
also. 

An additional factor which was common to Trotskyites, Rights and na- 
tionalists was that they all relied on the intervention and military aid of the 
imperialist powers. They all worked to undermine Soviet defence capability 
while at the same time doing everything to provoke imperialist aggression 
against the Soviet Union. Said Grinko: 

“This meant undermining the power of defence of the Soviet Union, under- 
mining activities in the army and in the defence industry, opening the front in 
the event of war and provolang this war, it meant extending connections with 
aggressive anti- Soviet elements abroad; it meant consenting to the disrnemnber- 
ment of the USSR and compensating the aggressors at the expense of the bor- 
der territories of the USSR" (Trial of the Bloc of Rights and Trotskyites, p. 76). 

Grinko’s group, as indeed the other nationalist groups in the USSR, 
were promised by the Trotskyites and Rights that after the latter came to 
power (i.¢., after capitalist restoration in the USSR), the various nationalist 
groups would be allowed to establish independent national bourgeois re- 
publics. That was the price the Trotskyites and Rights had agreed to pay for 
the nationalists’ support. Grnnko’s group operated in the Ukraine and 
worked for an independent bourgeois republic of Ukrainia. Similar nation- 
alist groups operated in Uzbekistan and Bokhara. Khodjayev, onc of the 
accused at the third tnal and a member of the "National Alliance’ (a bour- 
geots-nationahst organisation) gave the following account of the nationalist 
movement in Bokhara and of the activities of the "National Alliance’. He 
stated that the ’National Alliance’ "set itself the aim of transforming the 
Bokhara People's Republic into a bourgeois-dernocratic republic, as a buffer 
state between Britain and Soviet Russia" (ibid. p. 212). 
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Another member of the same organisation as Khodjayev was Ikramov. 
Ikramov explained at his trial that Bukharin had expressed to him the view 
that the Central Asian Republics "would inevitably have to pass through the 
stage of normal capitalist development," and that without going through that 
stage they could not construct socialism. Since this was also the view of the 
bourgeois nationalists, the latter had no hesitation in supporting and co- 
operating with the Rights, especially since the promise of the formation of 
an independent bourgeois-democratic republic of Bokhara, after the over- 
throw of Soviet power, had been held out to them. 


The victory of fascism in Germany in 1933 had the result of further con- 
firming the defeatism and pessimism of the Trotskyites and Rights, who now 
believed that in the event of war with Germany the Soviet Union would not 
survive and that its defeat was mevitable. They therefore considered it 
necessary to come to terms with fascist Germany, to make concessions to 
the fascasts abroad and to the capitalist clements inside the Soviet Union. 
Since the Soviet Party and government would not consent to making these 
concessions, it was necessary, according to the Trotskyites and Rights, to 
change the government and Party leadership so as to avoid disaster and de- 
feat of the Soviet Union in a war with Nazi Germany. The following are a 
few examples of the estimation of the relative strength of fascism and im- 
perialism on the one hand and that of the Soviet Union on the other which 
was given by the Trotskyites and the Rights: 

“It is clear in any case, with the further decline of world proletarian move- 
ment and the further extension of the fascist domination, it is not possible to 
maintain the Soviet power for any length of time by means of the internal 
forces alone" (Trotsky, The Soviet Union and the Fourth International, 1933). 

And: "If the war should remain only a war, the defeat of the Soviet Union 
would be inevitable. In a technical, economic and military sense, unperialism 
ts incomparably more strong. If it is not paralysed by revolution in the west, 
imperialism will sweep away the regime which issued from the October Revol- 
ution.” (Trotsky, The Revolution Betrayed, p.216). 

Before going on to give Bukharin’s estimation of fascism as revealed by 
Ivanov, one of the accused at the third Moscow trial, it should be remarked 
that this pessimistic and defeatist estimation of Trotsky’s was proved to be 
utterly baseless and false. Not only was the Soviet Union not defeated by 
Nazi Germany, but in fact the Soviet Union made an immeasurable con- 
tribution to the defeat of Nazi Germany. But for the Soviet contribution 
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Nazi Germany could not have been defeated. 


To return, however, to Bukharin’s estimation of fascasm, here ts what 
Ivanov had to say about it: 

"You know, he (Bukhann) said, that capitalism has now entered a new 
phase of development, and at this new stage capitalism is displaying fairly high 
elernents of organisation and planning. Capitalism, he said, is revealing new 
and fresh strength, expressing itself in the progress of technique, which actually 
amnounts to a technical revolution and the rejuvenation of capitalism, as it 
were. And that, correspondingly, we must revise our view of the contradictions, 
of the classes, of the class struggle, and so on. Fundarnental amendments 
must be introduced to Marx. Marx’s treatment of the question of proletarian 
revolutions was no longer suitable. The doctrine of Lenin and Stalin that the 
epoch of unperialism is an epoch of proletarian revolutions was, he said, a 
most harmful utopia. This, in fact, was the position from which we proceeded, 
and which led us to fascism ... Bukharin said that I had not thought over this 
question deeply enough. Fascism, he said, corresponded to the latest trends in 
the development of capitalism. We arved directly at fascism.” (Trial of Bloc 
of Rights and Trotskyites, pp. 118-119). 

In view of this defeatist and pessimistic estimation of the internal and in- 
ternational situation and their opposition to the building of socialism, is it 
surprising that the Trotskyites and Rights should have wanted to resort to 
measures of capitalist restoration in the USSR and to concessions to fascist 
Germany so as to avoid ’disaster’ and to ’save’ the Soviet Union? But the 
Trotskyites and Rights could not put into effect their policy of “averting dis- 
aster’, Le., of capitalist restoration and concessions to Germany, without a 
change in the Party and government Icadership. How could they secure 
such a change of leadership? One way would have been to appeal to the 
working class and to its vanguard, the CPSU(B), to convince it that the 
Party, under the leadership of Stalin, was leading the country to ‘disaster’, 
that the opposition had a plan of averting disaster and that, therefore, 
change in leadership was necessary. But the Trotskyites and Rights did not 
Stand a dog’s chance of mobilising the working class behind their pro- 
gramme. Why not? Because their programme was counter-revolutionary 
and stood for the restoration of capitalism in the USSR. The Trotskyites 
and Rights could not openly go to the working class with such a programme 
and expect to get support. Herein lies the sole explanation as to why the 
Trotskyite and Rightist programme was never disclosed to the working class 
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but remained the property of a small clique of capitalist roaders, the Trot- 
skyites and Rights. Comrade Stalin was absolutely right when he said: 

"The present-day Trotskyites are afraid to show their real face to the work- 
ing class, are afraid to reveal to it their real aums and objects, carefully hide 
their political face from the working class, fearing that if the worlang class 
learns about thew real intentions it will curse thern as people alien to it and 
drive ther away.” (Speech at the Plenum of the Central Committee of the 
CPSU held in March 1937). 


This ts true not only of the Trotskyites of 1937 but even of those of today. 


Not being in a position to publish ther programme to the working class, 
let alone rally the support of the working class round such a programme, the 
Trotskyites and Rights were left with only the following alternatives if they 
were to secure a change i the leadership of the CPSU(B) and the Soviet 
government: 


(a) Use of individual terror against the most prominent and repre- 
sentative leaders of the Party and government - removing leaders by assassi- 
nation; 

(b) Removal of the Party and government leadership by military coup 
d’&tat perhaps planned to coincide with foreign aggression against the Soviet 
Union, or, if foreign aggression were late in coming then it could take place 
in peacetime; 

(c) Use of wrecking and sabotage to undermine Soviet industry, particu- 
larly the defence industry, 

(d) Reliance on foreign imperialist powers, and on forcign aggression 
against the USSR in order to overthrow the Soviet government. 

These were the charmmg methods that the counter-revolutionary Trot- 
skyites and Rights, divorced from the working class and toiling milhons 
upon millions of people, were left with - methods to which we must now 
turn. 


Methods used by Trotskyism 


At the 15th Party Conference Comrade Stalin said that Trotskyites were 
distinguished for their “unscrupulousness as to means, and lack of principles 
in politics*. It is this unscrupulousness as to means and lack of principles in 
politics of the Trotskyites and Rights that the Moscow trials so vividly re- 
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vealed. 


The trials revealed the real political face of Trotskyism - Trotskyism in 
action. They brought into relief the true features of Trotskyites as groups of 
diversionists and murderers opcrating on the mstructions of the foreign se- 
cret services and of the general staffs of the aggressors. The tnals showed 
Trotskyism in the role of the vanguard of the anti-Soviet fascist forces. They 
showed that the conversion of Trotskyism into a fascist agency was merely 
the culmination of its historical development, and that this conversion mere- 


ly crowned the struggle Trotskyism had been waging against the working 
class and the Party, against Lenin and Lenimism, for decades. "Like a 


reversed cinema reel,” the trials showed “all the main stages of the historical 
path traversed by the Trotskyites and Trotskyism, which spent more than thirty 
years of its exastence on preparing for its final conversion into a storm detach- 
ment of fascism, into one of the departments of the fascist police.” (Vyshin- 
sky, Trial of the Anti-Soviet Trotskyite Centre, p. 463-464). 


The next chapter deals then with the evidence relating to the unscrupu- 
lousness as to the mcans employed by the Trotskyites, Zinovievites and 
Rights in their struggle for the overthrow of the Soviet government and for 
the restoration of capitalism. 


NOTES 


1. Apart from the general attitude of defeatism and surrender in the face of the difficulties 
raised by the resistance of the kulaks to collectivisation, the Bukhannites also put forward the 
non-Manast theory that kulaks will grow into socialism, and they failed utterty to understand 
the mechanism of class struggle under the dictatorship of the proletanat. Had Bukhann's 
non-Manaan theory been followed, not only would the kulaks not have grown into socialism, 
they would on the contrary have become a predominant force which in duc course would have 
destroyed the dictatorship of the proietanat. So in essence Bukharin's position was no differ- 
ent from that of Trotsky. 

2. The oppositionists handed a declaration to the Party on 16 October 1926 in which they 
promised to cease factional and splittist activity. Following violations of the promsses con- 
tained in this declaration, the leaders of the opposition handed in yet another declaration to 
the Central Committce of the Party in August 1927. Only a few months later, on the 10th an- 
niversary of the October Revolution, the opposition, in violation of its various declarations, at- 
tempted to stage counter-demonstrations to the official demonstrations of the Party. After 
this the Party’s patience was lost. It was clear that the opposition was working for a split, so 
the leaders of the opposition were expelled from the Party. 


3. It may be of interest to know that in countnes where the proletanan movement was dnven 
underground and fascist conditions prevailed Trotsky’s wntings were freely available. Such 
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for cxample was the case in Spain and Persia under the fascist Franco regime in Spain and the 
brutal! and tyrannical feudal fascist regime of the Shah of Persia. These regimes are astute 
enough - more astute than some of the 'Manusts’ in Britain - to realise the anti-communist ¢s- 
scoce Of Trotskyism. A similar situation prevailed in fascist Germany. We are told by James 
Klugmann in From Trotsky te Tite (Lawrence & Wishart Ltd, London, 1951): 

“In Mussolini's Italy of tme nineteen-thirties, when if meant leag terms ef impriscament, 
and perhaps torture or even death, to be im amy way connected with the Communisi Party, 
and whea not ealy all the werks ef Marx, Engels, Lenin and Stalin, bat the works of all Ita- 
lian and fereign democrats and progressive were strictly banaed from Italian libraries and 
boeksheps, the works of Trotsky, en the ‘new kind of commaniam’ were ‘freely’ and widely 
translated and distributed. I remember vividly hew im 1938, passing through Italy om the 
way to meet the anti-fascisi and Communist students of Belgrade University, and spending 
e few hears im Mussolini's Milan, the word ‘communism’ caught may eye on a aumber of 
beoks prominently displayed in a beokshep windew. They were the newly transiated works 
of Trotsky. 

“In Hithes’s Germany, when to be a Coummanist er Socialist er militent trade unionist er 
liberal er demeocrai meant arrest, the concentratien camp, and often death and torture, 
when there was instituted ene of the mesi thervughgoing purges’ ef literature and burning 
of books tat the werld hes ever known, when Schiiller’s "Den Carics’, the poems of Heine 
and the novels ef Thomas Mann were bennped or berned as ‘subversive’, the writings of 
Trotsky were widely translated and distribated. 

“Trotsky’s writings and those of hin fellowers were freely published in the middie and inte 
thirties by the Hearst Press im America. His works on his ‘new kind of Commenisam’ were 
published by the Franco Press at Salamanca and Burges. The secret police of the Polish 
dictatership were specially educated in Tretskyism im order to facilitate their work of es- 
plonage and diaruption imside the Polish working-class movement’. 

4. The myths and lees, about the Ukraine famine of 1932, perpetrated by bourgeoss counter- 
revolutionary quarters the world over have been thoroughly exposed in an excellent book cn- 
titled "Frand, Famine and Fasciam’ by Douglas Tottie (Pregreszs Books, Toronto, 1987). We 
recommead everyone to read this excellent work, which not only presents the facts as they 
were, but also throws tremendous light on the modus operandi of the bourgeoss lying propa- 
ganda machine. 

S. As a matter of fact, Trotsky’s proposals conceming collectivisation in 1924 were a form of 
wrecking which, had they been followed, would just as certainly have led to the overthrow of 
the proletarian dictatorship as would the implementation of Bukharin’s non-Mamust theory of 
the kulaks growing into socialism. The essence of Trotsky’s ‘left’ deviation and Bukharin’s 
right deviation is the same - both icad to the overthrow of proictarian state power and the res- 
toraton of capitalicm. 

6 The victory of revisionism in the USSR after the death of Comrade Stalin docs not in any 
way prove the correctness of Trotsky's absurd theory that with the advances in socialist con- 
struction, civil war, leading to the restoration of capitalism, ss incvitabic. As to the reasons for 
the trumph of revisionism in the USSR, this és not the time or the place to deal with them, but 
they will be dealt with elsewhere. 

7. The Ryutin programme also contained the following points: 

(a) This programme stood for coming to an agreement with fascism because, to put it in the 
language of the accused Sokolnikov, “the leading members of the centre were of the opinien 
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that as an iselated revolation cur revolution could mot peruiaf as a socialist revolution, that 
the Kautekion throry ef ultre-imperialiam and Bukherin’s kindred theory of erganised 
capitaliiam had preved to be correct. We were of the opinion that fasciam is the most or- 
ganised form of capitalism, if is conquering, seizing Earepe, strangling us. Therefore, it 
would be better for as te come fo an agreement with It, beticr to asvive af some compremince 
in the semse ef retreating from secialism te capitalism.” (Trial ef the Anti-Seviet Tretskylie 
Cenfre, p. 489). 

(b) This programme stood for the defeat of the USSR in war. 

(c) The programme also stood for the abolition of democracy for, as Trotsky wrote to Radek 
im December 1935, according to Radek's testimony at his trial, "There cam be no talk of any 
kind of democracy. The working clans has lived through 18 years of revolution, and tt has 
vast appetites, and this working cless will have to be sent back to privaicly-cwned factories 
and partly te state-owned factories which will have to compete with fercign capital ender 
most difficult conditions. Thal means that the living standard ef the werking class will be 
drastically lowered. In the countryside the struggle ef the poor and usiddie peasants against 
the kuiaks will be remewed. And then, im order to held power, we shall nced a streng gorern- 
ment, irrespective of whal forms are employed to veil if (Trial of the Anti-Soviet Trotskyite 
Centre, p. 114). 

(4) Finally thes programme stood for the partitioning of the USSR. "Give the Ukraine to 
Germany, the Maritime Province and the Amar region to Japan.” 


Chapter 8 


TERRORISM 


k= the evidence relating to terrorism. At the trial of the Zinovievite ter- 
rorist centre (the first of the three Moscow trials) m August 1936, Smir- 
nov, one of the accused and a Trotskyite, stated that m 1931 he had while in 
Berlin received, through Trotsky’s son Sedov, a message from Trotsky. 
Trotsky im this message said “that it was necessary to change the old methods 
of struggle against the Party, and that the tine had arrived to adopt terroristic 
methods of struggle.“ 

Holtzman, who had a secret meetimg with Trotsky in Copenhagen m 
1932, also testified that in the course of his conversation with Trotsky, the 
latter said that it was "necessary to remove Stalin." 

Vyshinsky: "What does ‘remove Stalin’ mean? Explain it." 

Holtzman: "I will speak about that. Then Trotsky said that if Stalin were 
removed, it would be possible for the Trotskyites to come to power and to the 
leadership of the CPSU. He also said that the only means of removing Stalin 
was terrorism.” 

Vyshinsky- "Did Trotsky say that outright?” 

Holtzman: "Yes. He said that for this purpose if was necessary to choose 
cadres of responsible people fit for this task. Then he said that this was to be 
communicated to Smimov, but I was not to tell anybody else about it.“ 

Vyshinsky: “So Trotsky plainly told you that the fundamental task now 
(that is, in the auturnn of 1932) was to assassinate Comrade Stalin? You re- 
member that for sure?” 

Holtzman: "Yes." (Trial of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite Terronst Centre). 

Accused Fritz David stated that he too had a conversation with Trotsky 
in November 1932. During this conversation Trotsky said literally the fol- 
lowing: 

“Now there is no other way out except the removal by violence of Stalin and 
his adherents. Terror against Stalin - this is the revolutionary task. Whoever ts 
a revolutionary - his hand will not tremble." (Volume 8, Preliminary [nvest- 
gations, p. 62). 
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Accused Berman-Yurin testified that Trotsky repeatedly said: “until 
Stalin is removed by violence, there will be no possibility of changing the policy 
of the Party, in the fight against Stalin we must not hesitate to adopt extreme 
measures - Stalin must be physically destroyed." 

To add to the above evidence concerning the adoption of terrorism by 
Trotskyism as a means of achieving power, it might also be added that m 
1932, in a fit of counter-revolutionary fury, Trotsky burst out in an open let- 
ter with an appeal to "put Stalin out of the way". This letter was found be- 
tween the double walls of Holtzman’s suitcase and figured as an exhibit in 
the first Moscow trial. 

Again, in 1933, Trotsky advocated terrorism against the leaders of the 
Soviet government and Party in a fairly open and undisguised form. In the 
Trotskyite Bulletin of the Opposition, numbers 36-37, of October 1933, we 
find a number of direct references to terrorism as a method of fighting 
against the Soviet government. Here is an example: 

“It would be childish to think that the Stalin bureaucracy [this is the slan- 
derous way in which the Trotskyites referred to the Soviet government] can 
be removed by means of a Party or Soviet Congress. Normal constitutional 
means are no longer available for the rernoval of the ruling clique. 

"They can be compelled to hand over power to the proletarian vanguard 
[the Trotskyite fascist agents regarded themselves as the proletarian van- 
guard!) only by force.” 

Trotsky was beyond the reach of the arm of Soviet law when he wrote 
the above sentences in which he advocated terrorism. So nonc of the Trot- 
skyite and other bourgeois critics of the trials will be able to claim that Trot- 
sky was forced to write the above lines by the OGPU. So when the various 
accused at the tnals declared that they had organised terromst acts on the 
direct instructions of Trotsky, they were compclled to say what was actually 
true and, to put it in the words of Comrade ‘/yshinsky, “no chatter, no slan- 
der, no insinuations and no Trotskyite lying can obscure this fact!" (The Trial 
of the Anti-Soviet Trotskyite Centre). 

Before going on to give details of the terroristic acts of the Trotskyites, 
Zinovievites and Rights, the question should be asked: why did these people 
resort to terrorism? This is a very important question which arises again 
and agam and hence must be answered exhaustively. How can Marxism be 
reconciled with the preaching of terror and terroristic activities? The ac- 
cused Reingold provided the answers to these questions in the following 
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terms: 

"In 1932, Zinoviev, in Kamenev’s apartment, in the presence of a number 
of members of the United Trotskyite-Zinovievite Centre, argued in favour of re- 
sorting to terror as follows: although terror is incompatible with Marnasm, at 
the present moment these considerations must be abandoned. There are no 
other methods available of fighting the leaders of the Party and the Govern- 
ment at the present tune. Stalin combines in him all the strength and firmness 
of the Party leadership. Therefore Stalin must be put out of the way in the first 
place." 


As Vyshinsky said: "Here you have a reply, frankly cynical, insolent, but 
absolutely logical." 

Continuing Remgold said: "Karnenev enlarged on this theory and said 
that the former methods of fighting, namely, attempts to win the masses ... and 
baniang on economic difficulties have failed. That is why the only method of 
struggle available is terrorism, terroristic acts against Stalin and his closest 
comrades-in-arms, Voroshilov, Kaganovich, Onjontladze, Kossior, Postyshev 
and Zhdanov." 

At the first tnal, Kamenev asserted: “I became convinced that the policy 
of the party, the policy of its leadership, had been victorious in the only sense 
in which the political victory in the land of socialism is possible, that this pol- 
icy was recognised by the masses of toilers." 

This statement is unique for its lack of princaple, for its cynicism. Here 
is a frank admission that the accused fought against the Party’s policy just 
because the policy of the Party had been victorious. 

Rykov gave a similar explanation for the adoption of terrorism by his 
underground group. He explained: “In view of the illegal and conspiratorial 
character of the counter-revolutionary organisation of the Rights, the absence 
of any kind of mass basis for its counter-revolutionary activities, and the ab- 
sence of all hope of arriving at power in any other way, the adoption of terrorist 
methods, in the opinion of the centre, held out some prospects." (Tnal of Anti- 
Soviet Bloc of Rights and Trotskyites). 

Thus it can be seen that the accused came to terrorism because of the 
complete absence of favourable prospects for them in the fight for power by 
other methods and by other means. It was precisely on the basis of terroris- 
tic struggic that the negotiations which finally resulted in the union of the 
Trotskyites, Zinovievites and Rights were conducted and successfully con- 
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cluded. Terronsm im order to overthrow the Soviet government and restore 
capitalism was the real basis on which the Trotskyites, Zinovievites and 
Rights united. Let us now pass on to the actual organisation and com- 
mission of terroristic acts by the Trotskyites, Zinovievites and Rights against 
the leaders of the Soviet government and the Party. 


Terrorist activities of the accused and the murders of public figures 
of the Soviet state planned and executed by them. 


The murders planned and successfully executed by the accused were 
those of S.M. Kirov, V.R. Menzhinsky, V.V. Kuibyshev and A.M. Gorky and 
the murder of M.A. Peshkov. 

Let us take the assassination of Kirov. ' This assassination was fully re- 
vealed and unmasked im the tral of the Trotskyite-Zimovievite terrorist 
centre, but it was only established in the third trial - the trial of the Anti-So- 
viet Bloc of Rights and Trotskyites - that the Trotskyite-Zmowvievite terrorist 
centre which actually committed the murder of Kirov did not do so inde- 
pendently. It was incontrovertibly established at the third trial that Kirov 
was assassinated by the decision of the Right- Trotskyite Centre, "the Centre 
of all centres" (Vyshinsky). 

The accused Yagoda confirmed in the court that Kirov was assassinated 
by direct decision of the bloc of Rights and Trotskyites, that this decision 
was carried out by Yagoda. Yagoda performed this shameful duty. He 
gave orders to Zaporozhetz, assistant chief of the Regional Administration 
of the People’s Commissariat of Internal Affairs in Leningrad, to do all he 
could to have this assassination committed. Some two months before the 
assassination Nikolaycv, the assassin of Kirov and tool of the underground 
Trotskyite-Zimovievite organisation m Leningrad, was detained and brought 
to the Regional Administration. He was found to be in possession of a re- 
volver and cartridges and a chart of the route that Kirov used to take. It was 
perfectly clear that Nikolayev was preparing to commit a terroristic act 
against Kirov. But observing the direct orders of Yagoda, Zaprozhetz re- 
leased this would-be assassm. Two months later Nikolayev assassinated 
Kirov, with the direct participation of Yagoda, who was charged at the time 
with the duty of protecting the persons of the members of the government. 
This is how the traitors to the cause of socialism committed this dastardly 
and foul cnme - the murder of Comrade Sergei Mironovich Kirov. In mur- 
dering Kirov "these mad dogs of capitalism tried to tear limb from limb the 
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best of our land. They lalled one of the men of the revolution who was most 
dear to us, that admirable and wonderful man, bright and joyous as the smile 
on his lips was always bright and joyous, as our new life is bright and joyous. 
They kalled our Kirov; they wounded us close to our very heart. They thought 
they could sow confusion and consternation in our ranks." But “to the mur- 
derers’ treacherous shot of December I, 1934, the whole country replied with u- 
nanimous execration." (Vyshinsky, Trial of the Trotskyite-Zinovievite Terrorist 
Centre). 

Yagoda also confirmed mm the court that Rykov and Bukharin had takcn 
part in the adoption of the decision to murder Kirov. 

The court proceedings im the tnal of the bloc of Rights and Trotskyites 
also established that the terrorist activitics of the Rights and Trotskyites 
were not confined to the murder of Kirov, that Gorky, Menzhinsky, Kui- 
byshev and Peshkov (son of Gorky) also fell victim to terrorist acts com- 
mitted on the instructions of the Right-Trotskyite centre. In this connection 
Yagoda testified as follows: 

“In 1934, in the surmmer, Yenuladze informed me that the Centre of the 
Dloc of Rights and Trotskyites’ had adopted a decision to organise the assassi- 
nation of Kirov ... Thus I declare categorically that the murder of Kirov was 
carried out on the instructions of the Centre of the "bloc of Rights and Trot- 
skyites’. It was also on the decision of this Centre that terronst acts were com- 
mitted against Kuibyshev, Menzhinsky and Gorky. What was the situation 
here? Even before Kirov was assassinated, Gorky’s son Maxim died. I have 
already stated before the Court that I admit my part in causing Max’s sickness." 
(Trial of Anti-Soviet Bloc of Rights and Trotskyites, pp. ST2-3). 

Yagoda’s testimony was confirmed by those who took a direct part m 
these dastardly assassinations. Yagoda at first tried to deny all responst 
bility for the murder of Peshkov. But later on he admitted it m camera, ex- 
plaining that his unwillingness to speak of this had been due to the fact that 
the motives for the murder of Peshkov bad been of a purely personal char- 
acter. But Yagoda did speak in the open session of the court of the murder 
of Menzhinsky, Chairman of the OGPU, insisting that the motives for that 
murder were not at all of a personal, careenst nature but were of a purcly 
political character. Yagoda declared: 

"I deny that in causing the death of Menzhinsky I was guided by consider- 
ations of a personal nature. I aspired to the post of head of the OGPU not out 
of personal considerations, not for careerist considerations, but in the interests 
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of our conspiratorial activity." (ibid.) 

How did Yagoda execute these murders? What methods did he adopt? 
Yagoda believed in the technique of killing by the most crafty means. His 
technique envisaged recourse to doctors, which furnished a perfect guaran- 
tee (so at least Yagoda thought) against exposure. Yagoda’s method for 
bringing about the death of his victims was death from disease. In reply to a 
question by the investigation authorities as to how death from disease was to 
be understood, Yagoda stated: 

"Very sumply. A person naturally falls ill; he is sick for some time; those 
who surround hirn become accustomed, as is also natural, to the idea of the 
patient’s either dying or recuperating. The physician who treats the patient can 
facilitate either the recovery of the patient or his death ... well, all the rest is a 
matter of technique.” (ibid). 

Having devised this method of killing, Yagoda forced it on the doctors 
who carried out these murders. When Doctor Pletnev understood Yagoda’s 
method as a proposal to use poison, Yagoda told Dr Pletnev: "No, that is 
crude, too crude and dangerous; the thing to do is to employ a suitable method 
of treatment to hasten the end of the people whom you will be called upon to 
treat” (ibid). 

"To employ a suitable method of treatrnent to hasten the end of the people 
whom you will be called upon to treat” - this indeed ts the last word m cyni- 
cism, perfidy and treachery. 

Yagoda also proposed to murder Kirov by this ’safe’ method of ’death 
from illness’, but his proposal was rejected by Yenukidze. Yagoda said: 

"When Yenukidze conveyed to me the decision of the Contact Centre about 
the assassination of Kirov, | expressed my apprehension that a direct terrorist 
act might expose not only myself, but the whole organisation as well. I pointed 
out to Yenukidze that there was a less dangerous method, and I reminded him, 
Yenukidze, how Menzhinsky’s death was brought about with the help of physi- 
cians. Yenukidze reptied that the assassination of Kirov must be carried out 
the way it was planned, that the Trotskyites and Zinovievites took it upon 
themselves to commit this murder, and it was our business not to place any ob- 
stacles." (ibid). 

But Yenukidze promised that next time they would adopt the method 
and means proposed by Yagoda. 

"As for the safe method of causing death with the help of physicians," con- 
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anued Yagoda, "Yenukidze said that in the near future the centre would dis- 
cuss the question as to who exactly of the leaders of the Party and the govern- 
ment should be the first to be done to death by this method" (ibid). 

Nothing could surpass the cynicism and perfidy of these people who, 
with revolting calm and coolness, discussed which of the leaders of the Party 
and the government it would be best to murder, and what method should be 
adopted. 

The time to adopt Yagoda’s ’safe’ methods came when the next murders 
were discussed, which leads to the murder of Gorky. 


Murder of Gorky 


“Some tune later, during my nea meeting with Yenukidze, he told me that 
the centre had decided to undertake a number of terronst acts against members 
of the Political Bureau and, in addition, against Maam Gorky personally... 
Yenukidze explained to me that the bloc of Rights and Trotskyites’, conside- 
ring that the overthrow of the Soviet government was a prospect of the near fu- 
ture, regarded Gorky as a dangerous figure. Gorky was a staunch supporter of 
Stalin's leadership, and in case the consptracy was carried into effect, he would 
undoubtedly raise his voice in protest against us, the conspirators.” 

The decision to kill Gorky was finally taken by the bloc because he was 
“a staunch supporter of Stalin’s leadership," because the traitorous conspira- 
tors regarded him as a "dangerous figure." 

Accused Bessonov also testified that when in Paris in July 1934 he met 
Trotsky. Trotsky told Bessonov that Gorky must be removed at all costs be- 
cause Gorky was a close friend of Stalin’s and a champion of the general 
line of the Party. Trotsky instructed Bessonov to convey this order of his to 
Pyatakov. This message categorically stated that Gorky must be physically 
destroyed at all costs. It was transmitted by Bessonov to Pyatakov, to the 
bloc of Rights and Trotskyites. The bloc, as Yagoda testified, accepted 
Trotsky’s order and adopted the decision to murder Gorky and actually did 
murder Gorky. 

The bloc also adopted the decision physically to remove Kuibyshev, the 
Vice-Chairman of the Council of People’s Commissars and one of the most 
active members of the Political Bureau. 

To put it in Comrade Vyshinsky’s words: “Thus, in the course of this brief 
period three victirns, three remarkable men, met an untirnely death by decision 
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of the 'bloc of Rights and Trotskyites’. Three of the finest people of our 
country, true sons of their fatherland, fell victim to a sharneless conspiracy of 
traitors. And among them was the pride of Russian and world literature, the 

“Every line of his songs and stories, of his novels and tales, breathes the 
spirit of nobility and the ardour of revolutionary action. It was not without 
good reason that he bound up his life with the great Lenin and the great Stalin, 
as one of their best and closest frends. It was not without good reason that 
Lenin several mes wrote that Gorky was a man of great artistic talent who 
had done and would do much for the world proletarian movernent. 

“It was not without good reason that Lenin wrote that Gorky was un- 
doubtedly the greatest representative of proletarian art, who by his great artistic 
productions had formed firm ties with the worlang class of Russia and the 
world. Gorky sensed the coming storm, he foretold the victory of our move- 
ment, the tiumph of the bright intellect of the proletariat over the murk and 
vileness of capstalisrn. 

"One of the finest friends of toiling mankind perished from the treacherous 
blows delivered at the sick heart of this great man. One of the brightest and 
beacon was extinguished by these traitors, by these beasts in hurnan form, who 
coldly and treacherously stopped forever the ardent and noble heart of this 
great man” (ibid). 

Bukharin and Rykov tried their best to disclamm lability for the murder 
of Gorky bat (i) the testimony of Rykov and Bukharin themselves and (n) 
the logic of things, established incontrovertibly that Bukharm and Rykov 
knew about the preparations that were being made for the assassination of 
Gorky, that they organised this assassination, and that they shielded this as- 
sassination - and that, therefore, they were participants im the foul murder 
of Gorky. Here are the relevant parts of the testimony of Rykov and 
Bukharin on this pomt: 

"Yenuladze told me“, said Rykov, “that the Trotskyites and Zinovievites 
were extremely concemed because of the influence which Gorky was acquiring 
and because he was a determined supporter of Stalin and the general line of 
the Party’. 

This conversation between Rykov and Ycnukidze took place m 1935, a 
year before Gorky was assassinated. Continuing Rykov said: 


"They [the Trotskyites and Zimovicvites] considered it necessary in view of 
this significance of Gorky’s — putting an end to Gorky’s political activity." 

In reply to Vyshinsky’s question as to how could an cad be put to 
Gorky’s political activity, Rykov said that Ycnukidze “spoke in such a raised 
voice, or in: such sharply hostile expressions, that it was clear to me that this 
tone concealed the possibility of the ernployment of violent measures.” 

On being asked "What does ’going to the extent of violent measures’ mean? 
May it also mean murder?’ Rykow rephed: “Of course." 

Rykov was asked by Vyshinsky: "You knew that preparations for Gorky’s 
murder were being made?’ Rykov answered: “Not exactly.” Vyshinsky’s com- 
ment on Rykov’s answer was very apt: “Not exactly, but he knew! 

Let us now deal with Bukharim’s testimony. Bukharin said: "In 1935 
Tomsky told me that Trotsky was preparing some hostile action or hostile act 
against Gorky.° Tomsky kncw about thts “hostile action or hostile act’ from 
Bessonov who had brought from abroad Trotsky’s instructions in this con- 
nection. Bukhari ts asked: "What did this hostile act consist in?” His 
answer ts: “Action against the "Stalinite Gorky’, as a defender of socialist con- 
struction in general, and of Stalin’s policy in particular.” 

Vyshinsky: “Did Tormsky link up the perpetration of a hostile act against 
Gorky with the question of the overthrow of the Soviet government?° 

Bukharin: "In essence he did”. 


Thus it is clear that in 1935, a year before Gorky fell victim to a terroris- 
tic act, both Rykov and Bukharin knew that Trotsky was preparing a hostile 
act against Gorky. Rykov knew it from Yenukidze and Bukharin from Tom- 
sky. This ts precisely what was testified to by Bessonov when he gave de- 
tails of his conversation with Trotsky in Paris in July 1934. The logic of 
things also proves that the preparation of “hostile acts or actions" against 
Gorky meant nothing but preparations for the physical destruction of 
Gorky, for there was no other way of “putting an end to Gorky’s political ac- 
tivity". The logic of things also proves this pomt m still another way, namely, 
since “the preparations of a hostile act against Gorky" were linked up “with the 
question of the overthrow of the Soviet Government’, such preparation could 
not but be preparation for the physical destruction of Gorky. Gorky was 
very influcntial and popular among the masses; he was also a firm supporter 
of the Leninist line of the Party. The conspirators who were conspiring and 
making preparations to overthrow Soviet power could not spare Gorky as a 
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target of their revolting “hostile actions* any more than they had spared 
Kirov, who had distinguished himself by his fight agamst counter-revolution- 
ary Trotskyism, who had routed the Trotskyites and Zimovicvites in Lening- 
rad. All influential Marxist-Leninists were on the Trotskyite list of those to 
be murdered. Some they murdered successfully. In other cases they were 
not so successful. Of the latter more will be said later. 


Consequently, having adopted the decision of ‘patting an end to Gorky’s 
political activity,” the bloc of Rights and Trotskyites, with the full knowledge 
and agreement - and hence full participation - of Bukharin and Rykov, got 
on with the job of exccuting the decision. This time Yagoda would not 
stand for the rejections of his proposals regardimg methods and means of 
committing the dastardly crime. It was time to put mto cfiect Yagoda’s for- 
mula of killing by degrees, “rruuder with a guarantee” - the method of murde- 
ring with the help of expert knowledge. So Yagoda employs a gang of 
specially trained murderers and potsoners - Levm, Pictnev, Kazakov, 
Maxzm-Dikovsky, Kryuchkov and Bulanov. Yagoda chose doctors for the 
commission of these monstrous crimes because, as Vyshinsky put , ‘he 
reckons with historical circumstances, so to speak," because other methods 
can prove too dangerous. The findings of the most authoritative com- 
mission of medical experts which thoroughly vestigated all the material 
placed at its disposal leave no doubt whatsocver that the physicians, on 
Yagoda’s structions, and with the full knowledge and approval of the 
Right-Trotskyite centre, brought about the deaths of Gorky, Kuibyshev and 
Menzhinsky. The following were the questions put to the Commission and 
its answers to these questions m connection with the death of Gorky: 

Question: "Can it be granted that properly qualified physicians could have 
adopted such a wrong method of treatment without malicious intent?” 

Reply: “It cannot’. 


Question: “Is it permissible in general for prolonged, large doses of heart 
stimulants, namely, digitalis, digalen (extracts of fargjove), strophanthin and 
strophanthus, to be administered intravenously, subcutaneously and internally 
at the same tine, and in particular, in the case of the very sick patient A.M. 
Gorky, who was 68 years of age, and suffered from the above- mentioned af- 
fection of the internal organs?” 

Reply: “Absolutely impermissible.” 

Question: “May it be regarded as established, on the basis of the sum total 
of these facts, that the method of treatrnent of A.M. Gorky was a deliberate act 
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of wrecking?" 

Reply: "Yes, it can be taken as established beyond doubt’. 

There are the same findings im the other cases. 

Apart from Gorky, other prominent Bolsheviks such as Kuibyshev and 
Menzhinsky were done to death by the application of bandit ’science’ - by 
Yagoda’s method of “death with a guarantee". Gorky’s son Peshkov was like- 
wise disposed of. .But the guarantee’ proved worthless and the criminal 
gang of Trotskyites, Rights and Zinovievites were caught by the truly Bol- 
shevik Intelligence, brought to justice and made to pay with their heads for 
their foul, dastardly and cynical crimes. 

These, then, were the murders actually committed by this gang of pro- 
fessional wreckers and assassins, not to mention the scores of people done 
to death by this same gang during the course of their wrecking activities, to 
which the next chapter is devoted. But the picture of this gang of criminals 
in action would not be complete without at least a bricf reference to the 
number of its planned and attempted assassinations, assassinations that for 
one reason or another could not be carried out. 


Planned and attempted assassinations. 


This list includes the following, who escaped falling victim to the designs 
of the Trotskyite gang of professional assassins and wreckers: Stalin, Molo- 
tov, Voroshilov, Kaganovich, Orjonikidze, Zhdanov, Kossier, Postyshev, 
Fiche and Beria. Time does not permit me, comrades, to deal with every 
one of these cases exhaustively. I shall, therefore, choose three cases for 
relatively detailed treatment. As to the rest, I shall be forced to make only a 
bare mention of them. The three cases I have chosen for detailed treatment 
are those concerned with preparations and attempts on the lives of Com- 
rades Stalm, Molotov and Orjonikidze. 

Stalin first: the firsi trial proved that the united Trotskyite-Zinovievite 
terronst centre, on the instructions of Trotsky received by the ’United 
Centre’ through the accused Smirnov, Holtzman and Dreitzer in the period 
1932-36, indulged in terrorist activities against leaders of the Soviet govern- 
ment and the CPSU, that they concentrated on the organisation of terror 
against the leaders of the Party and government in general and against 
Stalin im particular. Underground terrorist groups were organised for this 
purpose. 
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This trial established that in 1934 the accused Bakayev, Remgold and 
Dreitzer twice tned to make an aftempt on the life of Comrade Stalin. The 
trial established that Trotsky, not confining himself to the organisation of 
terroristic acts against the leaders of the Party and government under the 
immediate direction of the "United Centre’, also sent during 1932-36 a num- 
ber of terrorists from abroad for the same purpose. In November 1932 Ber- 
man-Yurin and Fritz David were told by Trotsky to go to the USSR with the 
specific instruction to assassinate Comrade Stalm. Nathan Lurye, another 
terrorist, was also sent by Trotsky in the same year for the same purpose. 
Nathan Lurye, in conjunction with Franz Weitz (who was then living in 
Moscow in the guise of a foreign specialist but was in fact an agent of the 
Gestapo and a person very close to Himmler, the Chicf of the Gestapo), 
made preparations for attempts on the lives of Comrade Stalin and other 
comrades such as Voroshilov, Kaganovich and Orjonikidze. Here ts what 
Berman-Yurin testified in connection with the preparation for an attempt 
on Comrade Stalin’s life m reply to the question put by Vyshinsky: “So Trot- 
sky not only gave you general instructions, but also formulated your task in a 
concrete way?” 

Berman-Yunn: “He [Trotsky] said that the terronstic act should, if 
possible, be timed to take place at a plenum of the Executive Committee at .. 
the Congress of the Comintern, so that the shot at Stalin would ring out in a 
large assernbly. This would have a trernendous repercussion far beyond the 
borders of the Soviet Union and would give nse to a mass movement all over 
the world ... “ 


In March 1933 Berman-Yurin left for Moscow. Berman-Yurin, after his 
arrival in Moscow and in accordance with Trotsky’s instruction, as conveyed 
to him through Trotsky’s son, Sedov, contacted Fritz David. The two of 
them discussed preparations for an attempt on Comrade Stalin’s life at the 
13th Plenum of the Executive Committee of the Comintern. The plan 
failed, however, because no admission ticket could be secured for Berman- 
Yurin. It was therefore decided to postpone the assassination of Comrade 
Stalin until the Congress of the Comintern but this attempt also failed. 
Here is what Berman-Yurin said regarding this failure: 

“The Congress was to have been convened in September 1934. I gave Fritz 
David a Browning pistol and bullets to hide. But before the opening of the 
Congress Fritz David informed me that he had aguin failed to obtain a ticket 
for me, but that he himself would be at the Congress. We agreed that he 
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should be the one to commit the terroristic act. 

“Several days later I met Fritz David, and he said he could not manage to 
shoot. He was sitting in a bax in which there were too many people and there 
was no possibility of shooting. Thus, this plan failed too." 

Let us now turn to the terroristic attempts on the lives of Comrades Mo- 


lotov and Orjonilidze. In making preparations for these, the line of the ac- 
cused was to follow up and take advantage of visits of the leaders of the 


Party and government to outlying districts and to organise their assassina- 
tion there. It was precisely by taking advantage of such a visit of Comrade 
Molotov’s to Sibcria that an aftempt was made on his life. Muralov, con- 
firming Arnold’s testimony, firmly and frankly admitted that he did indeed 
orgamise a terronstic act against Comrade Molotov, Chairman of the 
People’s Commissars of the USSR. Mauralov not only organised the terror- 
istic act, but actually tried to carry it out through the medium of Shestov and 
Arnold. In a sumilar fashion a terroristic act was organised agamst Com- 
rade Orjonikidze, also taking advantage of a visit to Siberia. Arnold relates 
in his testimony the circumstances in which he was recruited by the Siberian 
Trotskyite organisation ‘for the work", and at this point the following dia- 
logue develops between Vyshinsky, the State Prosecutor, and Arnold: 

Vyshinsky: "For what work?" 

Amold: "For the performance of terrorist acts.” (A pause). 

Vyshinsky: “What next?” 

Amold: "Then he left." (A pausc). 


Vyshinsky: "Why have you stopped?" 

Arnold: “At that time, it was in 1933..." (A pause). "What was it you want 
me to relate?” 

Vyshinsky: "The work to which Shestov assigned you. Your present work?" 

Amold: "In 1934 several leaders of the government visited our district. I 
was the manager of the garage and it fell to me to perform terrorist acts.“ 

Vyshinsky: “Who instructed you?" 

Arnold: "Cherepukhin.” 

Vyshinsky: “And who instructed Cherepukhin ?” 

Amold: "Cherepukhin was instructed by Shestov.° 

Vyshinsky: “And did you speak to Shestov personally about it?” 
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Arnold: “Only later." 

Vyshinsky: “You did speak to him?" 

Arnold: “I did.° 

Vyshinsky: “What acts did you prepare for?” 

Arnold: "I was told of two places where to commit the terrorist acts: one 
place was at Pit No. 3, the other place was at Pit No. &* 

Vyshinsky: "Well, go on with your Story. Why have you suddenly lost your 
voice? When did you organise the terrorist acts?" 

Arnold: "The first terrorist act was in 1934, at the beginning of the year, or 
rather in the spring." 

Vyshinsky: “Against whom?" 

Arnold: “Against Orjonikidze." 

Vyshinsky: “What was the nature of it?” 

Arnold: "Its nature was that Cherepukhin definitely told me: ’Orjonikidze 
is coming tommorrow. Look here, you must perform the terrorist act and stop at 
nothing”. 

Vyshinsky: "Well, what then?” 

Arnold: "/ agreed to the proposal. The next day | drove up in the car, be- 
cause, as the manager of the garage, and as a member of the Party, | was 
above suspicion. I drove to the station. Onjonikidze, Eiche and Rukhirnovich 
got in. I drove them to the German Colony, and they asked me to drive from 
there to Tyrkan, and when we got to the top of the hill they asked me to stop so 
that they could take a look at the whole of Prokopyevsk. We then stopped at 
the combined pit, No. 7-8-9. Cherepukhin had warned me that everything was 
in readiness there. "You will see an obstacle and on this obstacle you will 
cause an accident’. And so, when I descended the hill I went at great speed, 
about 70 or 80 kilometres an hour, and I saw an obstacle about one and a half 
kilometres ahead. It flashed into my head at once that this was the place 
where I was to cause the accident. Now knowing the place, I did not know 
what would happen to me ... So I slowed down and soon stopped, and then 
aumed on to the bridge on the left, although I was to have driven straight 
ahead." 

Vyshinsky: “You did not dare?” 

Arnold: "I could not do it." 


Vyshinsky: “You could not do it, you did not dare? That is our luck. And 
the second case?” 

Arnold: “One morning Cherepusdtin came to my office and said: "Molotov 
is coming today. Look here, see that you don’t muff it Gus ame’. I told hun 
that I had not muffed it. He said: 'I know how you did not muff it’. I then re- 
alised that somebody was keeping an eye on me. I replied that I would do it, I 
drove up to the dispatch office. 1 knew the place where I was to cause the acci- 
dent very well; it was near the rise from Pit No. 3 There ts a curve there. On 
Uus curve there is not a gully, as Shestov called tt, but what we call an embank- 
ment, the edge of the road, about 8 or 10 metres deep, a drop of nearly 90 de- 
grees. When I came to the station, Molotov, Kurganov, Secretary of the District 
Committee of the Party, and Gryadinsky, Chairman of the Territory Executive 
Committee, got into the car ... 

“I was told to drive to the workers’ residential quarter through Komsomol- 
skaya Street. I did so. Just as I was leaving the dirt road for the high road, a 
car suddenly carne dashing towards me. There was no time to thunk; I had to 
commit a terrorist act. I see that the other car is flying towards me. Then I re- 
alised that Cherepukhin had not trusted me and had sent a second car. I had 
not much tume to think, but I got scared. | managed to tum to the side, into the 
gully. At that mornent Gryadinsky seized me and said "What are you doing?™ 

Vyshinsky: “What stopped you?" 

Amoald: “Cowardice stopped me." 

Vyshinsky: “And this thwarted your criminal plans?" 

Arnold: "Yes". 

Vyshinsky: “I have a question to ask Shestov. Accused Shestov, do you 
confirm Amold’s testimony regarding the preparations and the attempt on the 
life of Cornrade Molotov?" 


Shestov: "Yes, in the main that is what Cherepukhin told me.° 
Vyshinsky: "On whose instructions was it organised?” 
Shestov: "Jt was organised on my instructions.” 

Vyshinsky: “On your instructions?” 

Shestov: "Yes." 

Vyshinsky: “Through Cherepukhin?" 

Shestov: "Yes." 
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Vyshinsky: "And did you speak to Amold personally before this incident?" 

Shestov: "No, I was at that time working at the Anzhero- Sujensk mine, 
and therefore Cherepukhin was in charge of all the practical work.” 

Vyshinsky: "The practical work?" 

Shestov: "Yes, the murder." 

Vyshinsky: “Cherepukhin was in charge?” 

Shestov: "Yes." 

Vyshinsky. "And did you learn about this act from Arnold after it was 
over?” 


Shestov: "Yes, it was not until the autumn that he told me abcut it, at the 
end of 1934." 


Vyshinsky: "And under what circumstances did he tell you about it?” 

Shestov: "He carne to work at the Anzhero-Sujensk mine.” 

Vyshinsky: "Well, and what of it, why should he tell you about it7” 

Shestov: "J wanted to know how it happened.” 

Vyshinsky: "Did he know that it was done on your instructions?” 

Shestov: "I wanted to know about the matter from the point of view of the 

Vyshinsky: "You wanted to know?" 

Shestov: "Yes." 

Vyshinsky: "That is, you asked him?" 

Shestov: "Yes." 

Vyshinsky-: “And he explained?” 

Shestov: "Yes." 

Vyshinsky: "And did you gve hirn instructions to organise an attempt on 
the life of Cornrade Molotov?” 

Shestov: "Yes.° 

Vyshinsky: "On whose instructions 7" 

Shestov: "J had received the directives from Muralov." 

Vyshinsky: "From Muralov7" 

Shestov: "Yes." 
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Vyshinsky: “May I put a question to the accused Muralov?" 

The President: "You may." 

Vyshinsky: "Muralov, I must verify the testimony on this point once more. 
Do you admit that you gave instructions to Shestov to organise an attempt on 
the life of Comrade Molotov?" 

Muralov: "J have already testified that I confirm this." 

Vyshinsky: “Please understand that I am questioning you in connection 
with the examination of the accused Amold. Shestov gave him instructions to 
organise an atternpt on the life of Comrade Molotov. In his turn, Shestov re- 
fers to you, and I must verify it.” 

Muralov. "I admit, I confirm it". 

As regards preparations for the assassination of other leaders men- 
tioned above it may be briefly noted that the trials revealed the following: 

The first trial revealed that the "United Centre’, i.c., the Trotskyite-Zimo- 
vievite terrorist centre, instructed a member of the Moscow terrorist centre 
to make practical preparations for the organtsation of a terroristic act 
against Comrade Voroshilov. Nathan Lurye made preparations for at- 
tempts on the lives of Comrades Stalin, Voroshilov, Kaganovich and Orjani- 
kidze. In 1934, Nathan Larye tried to make an attempt on the lives of 
Comrades Kaganovich and Orjonikidze. On 1 May 1936, on the mstructions 
of M Larye, Nathan Lurye tried to make an attempt on the life of Comrade 
Zhdanov during the First of May demonstrations in Leningrad. 

This trial also established that the Trotskyite-Zimovicvite terrorist centre 
made preparations for terrorstic acts against Comrades Kossicr and Pos- 
tyshev through the medium of the Ukrainian tcrrorist group operating 
under the direction of the Trotskyite Mukhin. 

The second trial, the Pyatakov-Radek trial, revealed that Pyatakov had 
also prepared, in accordance with the decision of the Trotskyite centre, to 
carry out terroristic acts against the leaders of the Soviet government and 
Party through the medium of the Ukrainian centre, for a terroristic act 
against Postyshev and Kossier and, in 1935, against Stalm. Mdivani, under 
the direction of Serebryakov, prepared for a terroristic act against Comrade 
Beria. Muralov prepared for terroristic acts against the leaders who visited 
Siberia (see Amnold’s testimony), apart from one agaist Comrade Eiche, 
the Secretary of the West-Siberian Territorial Committee of the CPSU(B), 
who, naturally, lived in Siberia. 
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Such, m brief, ts the picture of Trotsky’s terrorist activity. Let us now 
pass to another aspect of Trotskyism in action, to another of its professional 
skills, namely, wrecking, diversion and sabotage m conjunction with, and on 
the direct instructions of, the Secret Service agencies of foreagn powers. 


NOTES 


1 In order to throw doubt on the authenticity of the Moscow trials, and at the same time to 
malign Stalin, Trotskyites and ordmary bourgeoss scholars of the meanest kind have made the 
baseless assertion, repeated a million times over m bourgeoss academic and political circies, 
that Stalin was behind Kirov’s assassination - for Kirov, so runs the allegation, was opposed to 
Stalin who had, therefore, to chminate Kirov in order to establish his own absolute power. 
This was part of Stalin’s supposed policy of gaining power by grtting nd of ‘old Bolsheviks’ 
who stood in his way. 

This is such a monstrous lic thal even bourgeois scholars, of they are honest, find it hard to 
swallow. J Arch Getty is one such scholar. In his book Origin of the Great Purges, (Cam- 
bridge, 1985), be not only gives a fitting rebuff to this accusation, but also chides various pseu- 
do experts on the trials - such as Robert Conquest - as well as memoir-writing ‘old Bolsheviks’, 
for basing their writings on ancodotes, rumour and gossip instcad of making critical use of 
“the infernal recerds of the participants." 

Getty’s research was based on an examination of the Smolensk Party records m connection 
with the CPSU"s campaign of verification of Party membership (Preverka) and purges (Ciaist- 
kn) of 1929, 1933 and 1935, aumed at excluding and expelling undesirabic, corrupt and alica 
elements from the Party. Quite correctly, Getty ts careful to confine the use of the word 
‘purge’ to these campaigns and not apply it to the Moscow trials of prominent figures charged 
with crimes against the Soviet state. 

Some of Getty’s pertinent observations on bourgeoss histonography are of such mterest and 
significance that it is worth while reproducing them in this footnote: ° — interpretations 
based om critical use of the Internal recerds of the participants are betier grounded than 
those that rely on the iéerary memeoiss of couragreus bal exegemous victins of the process”. 
(Sce p. vii of Getty’s preface) 

"In their writings ea the Greal Purges, scholars and journalists have traditionally relied on 
the memotrs ef émigrés and defectors from the Soviet Union as well as the personal ac- 
counts of victims ef tesrer." Neverthcicss, " — histerians have been justifiably skeptical ef 
memoirs and aufeblegraphics. Leeis Gottachalk, the famous histeriam ef tee Freach Rev- 
elstica, believed them to be uxtrustworthy sources written late in Mife for a mans sudience 
by people whose intentions were dubious.” (see Getty’s introduction, p. 11). 

“For mo ether period er topic have historians been se eager to write and accept histery-by- 
anecdote. Grand analytical generalizations have come frem secondhand bits of overheard 
cerrider geasip. Prisoe caump stories (‘My friend met Bukharin’s wife im 2 camp and she 
said ..") have become primary searces oa central political decision making. The need fo 
generalize from isolated and unverified particulars hes transformed ramoers info sources 
end has equated repetition of stories with confirmation Indeed, the leading cxpert on the 
Great Parges [i-e., Robert Conquest) has writtem that ‘truth can thus only percolate im the 
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form of hearsay’ and that ‘basically the best, though oot infallible, source is rumour’. As leng 
as the unexplored classes of sources include archival and press matertal, it is acithes cafe 
mer neccesary te rely on rumer and anecdote.” (p.5). 

“To umderstand why something happenrd, M is necessary first of all to know what hap- 
pened." (p.9). 

"Altheugh the Great Purges are often associated with the dechnation ef ‘eld Bolsheviks’, the 
oppesite seems to have beem the case in Smolensk im 1935.* (p85). 


"It is sometimes thought that Kirov was a moderate’ who epposed Stialin’s generally hard 
Mme em various issuce. According to arach ef the Iiferature, Stalim killed Kirev to cicar the 
way fer his policy ef terrer” and then “is said to have esed Kirov's assamsinatica as a presexi 
Ger the next phase of the "Great Purge’ im which he annihilated meanbers of the Old Bol- 
shevik opposition for their alleged complicity in the killing of the pepalar leader.” (pp.92- 
93). 

Boris Nicolacvaky, writing as the ‘Old Bolshevik’, was the origin of this fairy tale, which has 
been repeated millions of times since by diverse bourgeois and Trotskyite writers, although at 
the time Trotsky personally did not subscribe to this fabrication. Here is Getty's observation 
on this crude falsification: 

“The Nicolaevaky scenario suffers frem eerteus flaws. In the first piace, virtually ne evi- 
dence suggests that Kirov favored er advocated auy specific policy Mme other than Stalin's 
General Line. One scholar has recently concinded that ‘the problem exists of establishing to 
what extent the rise of Kirov and the new direction of Soviet policy were connected. As we 
have seen, they are often so interwoven that it i difficult to single out a line put forward by 
Kirov which is distinguishable from the official one.’ The rumor that Kirov favered lenient 
treatment fer dissidents, for example, is offset by opposite contemporary speculations. 
Tretsky, writing three years after the assassination, called Kirev ' a clever and unscrupulous 
Leningrad dictator, a typscal representative of his corporation,’ end maintained thet terrerisi 
acts Mie the killing of Kirov by ‘despairing individuals’ ef the ‘younger gencration’ ‘have a 
very high significance.’ Gregeseti Tekeev, who was en the receiving end of Kirov's policies te- 
ward the oppositien, said that Kirov ‘ruthicssly stamped out’ the oppesition af this time and 
was the ‘first executioner’. A ceatemporary article in Nicelaevsky's 'Setuialisticheskil vest- 
nik’ (Secialist Herald) labeled Kirev a bard-limer. If Kirev was soft em the oppesitienists, 
the opposition certainly did net know it 

“Certainly Kirov’s public speeches do not refiect a moderate attitude toward members of 
the opposition. In his speech to the Seventeenth Comgrem, he ridiculed members of the ep- 
pesitien, questioning their "humanity and the sincerity ef their recantations. He sharply 
denoanced Trotsky's 'counter-revolutionary chatter’ and applanded the services of the secret 
police, inclading their use of forced labor on canal construction projects. It was upen 
Kirovw’s motion that Stalin’s speech was taken os the benis for the Congress's resolution.” 
(pp-93-94). 

And further. 


“If Stalin and Kirov were antagonists, It would be difficull te explain Kirev’s continued rise. 
Stalin chose Kirov for the sensitive Leningrad perty leadership pesitiea and trusted him 
with delicate troable-aheofer’ missions to supervise critical harvests (Mke Kirew's jeermey 
te Central Asia in 1934). Kirov was elected fo the Secretaria( and Pelifburo in 1934, and 
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Stalin wanted him t move te the Central Committee Secretariat in Mescow as sen ag 
peasibie. Uniess ene is prepared to believe that Stalin did nol coatro! appointments te the 
Secretarial and Pelitbero, ene must ausume that he and Kirev were allies.” (pp.94-%5). 


Chapter 9 


WRECKING, DIVERSION AND 
SABOTAGE 


NO re eee 
¥ imbued with labour heroism, were busily buildmg socialism m the 
USSR, the ’beroes’ of the Moscow trials - the Trotskyites, Rights and Zimo- 
vievites - linking their fate with the fascists and with the agents of the imtcl- 
ligence services of forcign powers, losing all scruples, goimg on to the utmost 
levels of duplicity and deceit, and clevating perfidy and treachery to a sys- 
(cm, to the law of them struggle against the Sovict state, against the building 
of socialism in the USSR - were busy displaying their ‘labour heroism’' on 
another front, namcly, wrecking. These professional wreckers set them- 
selves the task of destroying what the Soviet people were building. Spurred 
on by their hatred of socialist construction in the USSR, by their desire to 
prove the ’correctness’ of the wretched, reactionary and counter-revolution- 
ary theory of ’permancat revolution’, by thei desire to make reality conform 
to their idealist theory and by their desire to restore capitalism, the despic- 
able "beroes’ of these trials get to work. And in strict adherence to Trot- 
sky’s instructions ‘to strike the most palpable blows at the most sensitive 
spots", these "herocs’ blow up bridges, cause explosions in factories and gas 
mines, lall workers, wreck power stations, cause train accidents, destroy 
horses and kill cattle, sabotage agricultural plans, weaken the defence m- 
dustry, sabotage the country’s finances and foreign trade, creatc an artificial 
shortage of essential supplies, put nails and glass m butter! No crime is too 
monstrous for this gang. This ts how the theory of permanent revolution’ is 
proved in action. 

The chief aim of the wrecking carried out by the Rights and Trotskyites 
was to undermine the economic might of the USSR and to enfeeble Soviet 
defence in order to liquidate the Soviet, socialist system and to restore capt- 
talism. 

Grinko, whose job as the People’s Commissar for Finance should have 


been to safeguard the finances of the country, organises wrecking in the 
sphere of finance, while simultancously acting as an agent of the German 
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and Polish intelligence services and as a right-hand man of Bukharin and 
Rykov. Grinko’s way of sabotaging Soviet finance was ‘to strike at the Soviet 
Government with the Soviet rouble.° 

But fmances cannot be isolated from the various branches of industry 
whose development and direction they determme. Wrecking in the sphere 
of finance soon spreads to various branches of the Soviet economy. In agri- 
culture the wrecking activities were designed to frustrate the target of 
achieving a harvest of seven to eight billion poods of grain. 

In pursuit of their aim of overthrowing the Soviet government in order to 
restore capitalism, the Trotskyites and Rights adopted the most sordid and 
cynical methods to undermine the confidence of the masses in the organs of 
Soviet power, to sow discontent among the population and to rouse people 
against Soviet power. In this connection it may be mentioned that Grinko 
so ’organised’ the Savings Bank business that depositors had to waste an 
enormous amount of time and encounter unpicasantiness and insolence, 
radeness and lack of attention. Every attempt was made to incense public 
opinion and turn it away from the Savings Bank. Here is what Grinko said 
in connection with his wrecking activities m the Commissariat of Finance: 

"One of the tasks set me by the Right and Trotskyite Centre was to organise 
undermining activities in the People’s Commissariat of Finance ... 

"This task of the Right and Trotskyite Centre was conveyed to me by Rykov, 
and in doing so he emphasised that the leadership of the Centre, he and 
Bukharin, attached great unportance to the development of undermining acti- 
vities in the People's Commissariat of Finance in view of the special unport- 
ance and political significance of money. Al the sarne ime he gave me 
Bukharin’s formula: Strike at the Soviet Government with the Soviet rouble ... 

“Wrecking activities were to be carried on in connection with those finanaal 
measures that are connected with the broad masses of the population: taxes, 
savings banks, loans, etc. 

“In regard to savings banks, two measures were adopted: the reduction 1 
the number of savings banks; and the other in connection with borrowing on 
State loan bonds. The reduced number of savings banks was not prepared for 
this wide measure, and as this operation was connected with a service affecting 
tens of millions of people, it caused irntation among broad masses of the 
population. 

"Considerable undermining work was carried out in the sphere of the state 
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budget ... 

"I also participated in undermining activities in the sphere of agriculture by 
carrying out wrecking financial measures. Undermining activities in the sphere 
of agriculture was regarded by the Right and Trotskyite Centre as a very import- 
ant task. 

“Stalin had urged collectivisation as the decisive means of overcoming the 
backwardness of agriculture. On the basis of the successes achieved in collec- 
uvisation, the task was set of achieving a harvest of 7-8 billion poods per 
annum. The Right and Trotskyite Centre drew up a plan of undermining 
measures ... From the point of view of the political preparations for the anti- 
Soviet struggle, this was of enormous significance, which was also taken into 
consideration by the Right and Trotskyite Centre when the program was drawn 
up.” (Trial of Anti-Soviet Bloc of Rights and Trotskyites). 

Let us leave Grinko, for the time being at least, and pass on to the acti- 
vities of another wrecker, Chernov, who “managed in one evening to land in 
the police station [m Best] and become a spy” for German imperialism. 
Chernov is given instructions by the German intelligence service, and he 
acts on those mstructions. Chernov told the court bluntly: "the German in- 
telligence service made a special point of the organisation of wrecking activities 
in the sphere of horse- breeding," the purpose bemg not to provide horses for 
the Red Army. Chernov did not find it difficult at all to fulfil this com- 
mission. After all he was the People’s Commissar of Agriculture. So he se- 
lected three factones to prepare “serums with virulent bacteria" with which a 
large number of cattle were destroyed. Chernov told the Court that im this 
way 25,000 horses were oyed, on his instructions. Also on Chernov’s 
instructions, pigs in large numbers were imfected with erysipcals and the 
plague in the Voronezh Region, the Azov-Black Sea Territory and in the 
Leningrad Region. Here ts what Chernov had to say on the point under 
consideration. 

“For this purpose |1.c., the destruction of cattle], three factories were se- 
lected at my suggestion: Kashintsevo, Orel and Stavropol. In these factories, 
serums were made with virulent bactena and given special serial numbers. 
Boyorshinov was informed of these serial numbers and he transmitted thern to 
the chiefs of the veterinary departments in the localities who could be relied 
upon in this matter, and they in turn transmitted then to the veterinary sur- 
geons who had ant-Soviet feelings and who in case of a heavy cattle mortality 
would not raise a big fuss. 
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” ... In Uus way these serums were distributed and artificial infection was 
carried out in these three regions. 

"It is difficult to estimate the results, but at any rate it may be taken for 
granted that several thousands of pigs perished owing to this diversive act." 
(Trial of the Anti-Soviet Bloc of Rights and Trotskyites). 

Take Zelensky, the Chairman of the Centrosoyuz. He organises the 
most monstrous of all crimes, namely, the practice of mixing nails and glass 
with foodstuffs, butter in particular, thus hitting at the most vital interests of 
the Soviet state, the health and lives of the Soviet people. He does his best 
to create an artificial shortage of products possessed by the USSR im super- 
abundance. In this connection must be mentioned the case of fifty carloads 
of eggs which he deliberately destroyed to create a shortage of eggs in Mos- 
cow. These wrecking activities were designed to incense the public and to 
stir up feeling against the system of economic management im the USSR, 
against the Soviet system, against Sovict power. These wrecking activities 
provide a clue as to why the Soviet people in those days had to suffer from 
shortages of necessary food articles from time to time, the shortages being 
at the time blamed on the Soviet economic system by the bourgeois enemies 
of socialism. Here is some of the relevant dialogue between Vyshinsky, the 
state prosecutor, and the accused Zelensky in regard to wrecking im the 
sphere of foodstuffs: 

Vyshinsky: "You want to explain the technicalities of this business and I 
want to get to the bottom of this business. You said at the preliminary investi- 
gation that the destructive character of your work consisted in the following: the 
adopted scale of grades of butter had the result that there was only butter of the 
highest grade, no cheap butter reached the market." 

Zelensky: "That is what I just wanted to explain." 

Vyshinsky: "Js it a fact, or not?" 

Zelensky: "It is." 

Vyshinsky:. "Further. This affected the budget of the consumer. Is that so, 
or na?” 


Zelensky: "Yes." 

Vyshinsky: “Did this rouse satisfaction or dissatisfaction on the part of the 
public?" 

Zelensky: “Dissatisfaction." 
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Vyshinsky: “Js this what you were striving for?" 

Zelensky: “It was.“ 

Vyshinsky: “Did your organisation strive for it7” 

Zelensky. “It did." 

Vyshinsky: "And was the butter which was issued for sale always of good 
quality, or did you try to spoil its quality too?” 

Zelensky: "Yes." 


Vyshinsky: “Were there cases when members of your organisation con- 
nected with the butter business threw glass into the butter?" 


Zelensky. “There were cases when glass was found in butter." 

Vyshinsky: “Glass was not ‘found’, but thrown into the butter. You under- 
stand the difference: thrown into the butter. Were there such cases or not?” 

Zelensky: "There were cases when glass was thrown into the butter." 


Vyshinsky: "Were there cases when your accomplices, fellow participators 
in the criminal plot against the Soviet power and the Soviet people, threw nails 
into the butter?" 

Zelensky. "There were." 

Vyshinsky: “For what purpose? To make it ‘tastier’?" 

Zelensky: "That is clear.” 

Vyshinsky: "Well, that is organising wreclang and diversive activities. Do 
you admit that you are guilty of this?” 

Zelensky: "J do.” 

And further: 

Vyshinsky: "You are talking about overcharging, but I arn interested in 
questions which are closer to butter. | want first to speak about eggs, and then 
about overcharging. Did you take the sane sort of measures as in the case of 
butter with regard to the supply of eggs to the public? That is another question 
that interests the public. For example, was there a case, of cases, when pen- 
odical atlempts were made to leave Moscow without eggs? Were there such 
cases?" 

Zelensky. "Yes there were." 

Vyshinsky: "Was there a case in 1936 when Moscow was left without eggs 
through your fault, through the fault not of you personally, but of one of the ac- 
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tive participators in this conspiratorial bloc?” 

Zelensky: "There was.” 

Take Sharangovich. He artificially spreads anaemia among horses, thus 
causing some 30,000 horses to perish. He also undermines the peat indus- 
try. He testified: 

“I arn guilty of the fact that I personally, and the national Fascist organisa- 
aon of Byelorussia under my guidance, directed by the Centre of the Rights, 
camied on intensive wrecking and diversive activities in all branches of econ- 
omic and cultural life. Together with my accomplices, | undermined agricul- 
ture, destroyed horses, deprived collective farmers of household land, muddled 
the planning of crop areas and endeavoured, from provocateur motives, to in- 
cense the collective farmers against the Soviet government. 

“In the industry of Byelorussia, we undermined the fuel base, the power in- 
dustry, retarded the speed of new construction work, and committed a number 
of wreclang and diversive acts.” 

Sharangovich added: “J once more wish to tell the court of the terrorist ac- 
avities in which | and our underground organisation engaged, acting on the in- 
structions of the ‘bloc of Rights and Trotskyites’ and of the Polish General 
Staff’ (Trial of Anti-Soviet bloc of Rights and Trotskyites, p.742). 

Ikramov, according to his own testimony, practised his wrecking acti- 
vitics in Namangan, in the silk mills, m the cotton-ginning plants, and in cot- 
ton growing. According to the testimony of Ikramov and Khodjayev, the 
leaders of the bloc, Bukharin and Rykov, played a leading role in the or- 
ganisation of wrecking and sabotage. 

Ivanov destroys the paper and cellulose industry. 

Rozengoltz does not lag behind his ‘colleagues’ in wrecking work. He 
organises in a wrecking and criminal way the foreign trade of the USSR, 
thus weakening the defence capability of the USSR while, at the same time, 
strengthening the defences (or rather the aggressive capability) of the 
enemies of the USSR. He signs oil agreements that further the interests of 
German and Japanese fascism. He specially organises the sale of gold tail- 
ings im a wrecking way, again to serve the interests of Germany and Japan 
and contrary to the interests of the socialist USSR. Rosengoltz hindered in 
every way the imports for defence purposes of the Soviet Union, while at the 
same time accelerating in a criminal and wrecking way the export of iron to 
Japan, which could be used by the Japanese military to make shells with 
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which to bombard the Soviet Union. 

Wrecking and sabotage of Soviet industry was carried out in all parts of 
the country. At the second trial, the testimony of Pyatakov also gave details 
of the wrecking and sabotage carried out under the directions of the various 
Trotskyite organisations up and down the country, for example, the wreck- 
ing carried out in the coke and chemical industries in the Ukraine, the cop- 
per industry in the Urals and in the power stations in the Kuznetsk area. 
Pyatakov stated that the wrecking was carned out by the managers of vari- 
ous plants and trusts, not on their own initiative, but on the instructions of 
Trotsky as well as on his own personal directives: 

"In general all this was not done on these people’s {i.e., managers’, etc} 
own initiative but on Trotsky’s instructions, and then on my own personal di- 
rectives." (Trial of Anti-Soviet Trotskyite Centre, p.47). 

Boguslavsky, another of the accused at the same trial as Pyatakov, also 
gave morbid and sickening details of wrecking carried out by the Siberian 
centre in the sphere of railways, on the instructions of Trotsky and on the 
personal directives of Pyatakov. Said Boguslavsky: 

"In 1934 the work of the Siberian Centre, and my work in particular, en- 
tered upon a new path. In 1934 I had my second meeting with Pyatakov ... 
This tume Pyatakov said that our work was completely unsatisfactory, and Set 
us tasks which, though not new, had a new sound ... In response to my pessim- 
ism, Pyatakov said: "We have got to get down to work, especially as Trotsky has 
been sending letters and directives. He accuses us of inaction bordering, as he 
then said, on the sabotage of his, Trotsky’s, directives... As regards work on the 
railways, which I was directing myself, the number of accidents on the line 
considerably increased in 1934 ... In 1934 there was a considerable increase in 
the number and percentage of locomotives put out of action” (ibid.) 

Is it not fantastic! Here is a Soviet Minister whose responsibility it is to 
see to the building of heavy industry. What does he actually do? He ap- 
points his trusted lieutenants to key posts and directs them to organise sab- 
otage and wrecking activities; and on finding that the wrecking activities of 
his assistants are not proceeding as fast as he would have liked, he tells them 
that they "rust get down to work", i.¢, that they must organise more wrecking 
and sabotage, as Trotsky has been sending letters and directives. Trotsky 
“accuses us of inaction bordering ... on sabotage of his, Trotsky’s, directives." 
This reveals our super-industrialiser Trotsky in his true colours. He accuses 
his henchmen of ’sabotage’ because they are not carrying out enough sabot- 
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age in Soviet industry!! 

Disorganisation of the Soviet economic development plan went on. Spe- 
cial emphasis was placed on the weakening of those industries which were 
connected with the defence of the country so as to make way for the foreign 
invasion then being planned. Having given details of the sabotage carried 
out in the sphere of foreign trade, the accused Rozengoltz added: 

"It is necessary to note especially the wrecking activities which followed 
from our aim of working for defeat - the delay in the unport of materials 
needed for defence." (Trial of Rights and Trotskyites). 

Drobnis told a similar story: “One of the wreclang tasks in the plan was to 
diffuse funds on measures of secondary importance. Another was to delay 
construction work in such a way as to prevent the launching of unportant de- 
partments on the dates fixed by the government." (Trial of the Anti-Soviet Trot- 
skyite Centre). 


Under Pyatakow’s direction wrecking activities were organised in a syste- 
matic way and planned very minutely. At the preliminary investigation 
Pyatakov testified: 

"I advised my people (and this myself) not to scatter their wrecking work, 
but to concentrate all their attention on the principal, big industrial enterprises, 
which are important for defence, and of all Union importance. 

"On this point I operated according to Trotsky’s instructions: ‘to strike palp- 
able blows in the most sensitive places”. 

And as Vyshinsky said: "To do him justice, Pyatakov knew how to strike 
palpable blows in the really sensitive places." 

The second trial revealed that in accordance with the formula ’to strike 
palpable blows in the most sensitive places’, and under Pyatakov’s direction, 
machinery, installations and whole enterprises were spoilt or destroyed. 
Whole workshops were burnt and blown up. Scores of trains were wrecked, 
with loss of human life. 


In the organisation and carrying out of their wrecking activities, the ac- 
cused not only regarded loss of human life as somethmg unavoidable and 
inevitable, but even as a deliberate part and parcel of their policy of causing 
disaffection among the population towards the Soviet government. Drobnis 
said: 

“It will be better if there is loss of human life in the mine, as it will un- 
doubtedly cause disaffection among the workers, and this is what we want“ 
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(Trial of the Anti-Soviet Trotskyite Centre). 

The accused Knyazev reported that Livshitz instructed him "to prepare 
for and carry out acts (explosions, train wrecks, or poisoning) which would be 
accompanied by great loss of human life." (ibid). 

This is precisely what was done. The Trotskyite centre caused an explo- 
sion in Tsentralnaya Pit which resulted m the death of 10 workers and 
severe injury to 14 others. The dehberately-planned train collision at Shu- 
mikha station resulted in the death of 29 Red Army men and the injury of 
another 29. This wrecking was brought about by Knyazev on 27 October, 
1935, on the instructions of Livshitz, the People’s Assistant Commissar of 
Railways. In 1935-36, Knyazev, acting on Livshitz’s instructions, organised 
and brought about the wrecking of a number of trains - passenger trains and 
troop trams - involving loss of life. Others active in carrying out wrecking 
activities m the sphere of railways were Serebryakov, Turok and Boguslav- 
sky. 

In the coal and chemical industries of the Kuznetsk Basin, the accused 
Drobnis, Norkin, Shestov and Stroilov, on the instructions of Pyatakov and 
Muralov, carried on wrecking and diversive work with the object of disrupt- 
ing the output of coal, delaymg the building and devclopment of new mines 
and chemical works, creating conditions of work harmful and dangerous to 
workers by allowing gas to accumulate in gallenes and pits. In addition, on 
23 September 1936, on the instructions of Drobnis, as mentioned above, 
members of the local Trotskyite organisation caused an cxplosion at the 
Tsentralnaya Pit m the Kemorov mine, which resulted im the death of 10 
workers and grave injury to a further 14. 

In the chemical industry the accused Rataichak and Pushin, on the in- 
structions of Pyatakov, performed wrecking work with the object of disrupt- 
ing the state production plan, delaying the construction of new factories 
and enterprises and spoiling the quality of the construction work on new en- 
terprises. In addition, in 1934-5, Rataichak and Pushin organised three di- 
versive acts at the Gorlovska Nitrogen Works, and two of them were 
accompanied by explosions which caused the deaths of workers and heavy 
matenial loss to the state. Diversive acts were also organised at the mstiga- 
tion of Rataichak at the Voskressensk Combined Chemical Works and Nev- 
sky plant. 

The tnals revealed that some at least of the wrecking activities were car- 
ried out on the direct imstructions of the intelligence services of Germany 
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and Japan. The accused Knyazev had acted on the direct instructions of Mr 
H, an agent of the Japanese intelligence services. Chernov’s evidence at the 
third trial disclosed the same. Speaking of the 1930 period, a period charac- 
terised by acute problems for the USSR on the grain front, Chernov said: 


"The chief task assigned to me by the German Intelligence Service at that 
time was to arrange to spoil grain within the country. This involved delaying 
the construction of storehouses and elevators, so as to create a discrepancy be- 
tween the growing size of the grain collections and the available storage space 


"As regards crop rotation, the idea was to plan the crop area incorrectly 
and thus place the collective farm peasants in such a position that they would 
be virtually unable to practise proper crop rotation and would be obliged to 
plough up meadows and pastures for crop growing. This would reduce the size 
of harvests in the country and at the sarne time rouse the indignation of the 
peasants, who would be unable to understand why they were being forced to 
plough up meadows and pastures when the collective farms wanted to develop 
stock-breeding, and required fodder for the purpose. As regards stock-breed- 
ing, the aim was to lall off pedigree breed-stock and to strive for a high cattle 
mortality." (Trial of Anti-Soviet Bloc of Rights and Trotskyites). 

The diversive nature of various explosions was established and admitted 
by the accused. It was corroborated and proved by the evidence of wit- 
nesses and by technical experts. The answers given by technical experts to 
the various questions put to them leave no room for any doubt that these ex- 
plosions were the result of malicious intent; that very little was required to 
prevent the occurrence of these explosions. Take, for instance, the explo- 
sion in the hydrogen department of the Gorlovska Fertilizer Works. In re- 
gard to this explosion the experts were asked whether there had been any 
possibility of averting this explosion. 

Reply: "Certainly there had been.“ 

Question: "What should have been done to avert the explosions?” 


Reply: “Very little had to be done. All that was required was to adhere to 
the safety regulations. But this was not done. Hence the explosion.“ 


Question: “But perhaps, after all, the explosion was an accident?" 
Reply: "Malicious intent is indisputable." 


In ordcr fully to realise the utter monstrosity of these crimes, one must 
not lose sight of the fact that not only were these crimes committed but they 
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were committed by the very people who were entrusted with the protection 
of the interests of the Soviet state against every kind of encroachment. 
These people should have been the first to protect Soviet industry and safe- 
guard it from all damage, but they acted like downnght traitors. Pyatakov, 
Assistant People’s Commissar of Heavy Industry, should have been the first 
to protect this important section of the Soviet economy but as a matter of 
fact he was its wrecker-m- chief. Rataichak should have been the first to 
safeguard the chemical industry. Livshitz, the Assistant People’s Commis- 
sar of Railways; Chernov, the People’s Commissar of Agriculture; Grinko, 
the People’s Commissar of Fmance; Sokolmkov, Assistant People’s Com- 
missar of Foreign Affairs - all these people should have been the first to 
sound the alarm at the slightest sign of any danger to the interests of the So- 
viet state, but mstead they acted as wreckers, in breach of the trust placed 
upon them, and m violation of their duty to the land of the Soviets. This re- 
ally ts monstrous and shows the utmost limits of moral depravity these 
people attained. In this context I cannot refrain from saying that the ac- 
cused Evdokimov im the first trial was a thousand times nght when he gave 
the following characterisation of the accused at that trial, which is equally 
applicable to the various accused at the subsequent trials: 

"The difference between us [the accused] and the Fascists," said Evdoki- 
mov, ‘is very much in our disfavour. Fascism openly and frankly inscribed on 
its banner: "Death to Communism’. On our lips we had all the arne 'Long live 
Communism’ whereas by our deeds we were fighting Socialism victorious in 
the USSR. In words - 'Long live the Communist Party of the Soviet Union’. 
In deeds - preparation for the assassination of the members of the Political 
Bureau of the Central Committee of the Party, one of whom [i.c., Kirov] we 
did Kall. In words - 'Down with Imperialism’, in deed - bankang on the defeat 
of the USSR in the struggle against international imperialism.” (Trial of the 
Trotskyite-Zinovievite Centre). 


Perfidy and Duplicity of the Accused 


Further, in order fully to appraise the moral depravity of the accused at 
the Moscow trials and the magnitude of their crimes and understand fully 
the perfidious lengths to which they went, it ts necessary to mention the pol- 
itical duplicity, double- dealmg, hypocrisy and treachery practised by them. 
Here are a few examples: 

(1) Just at the time when the preparations of terroristic acts were at 
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their height, when they were advancing to the consummation of the despic- 
able murder of Comrade Kirov, precisely at that time Zimoviev (on 8 May 
1933) sent a letter to the Central Committee. In this letter he not only re- 
nounced his past mistakes but hypocritically vowed his loyalty to socialism 
and to the Party. He ended his letter with the following lines: 

"I ask you to believe that I am speaking the truth and nothing but the ruth. 
I ask you to restore me to the ranks of the Party and to give me an opportunity 
of working for the common cause. I give my word as a revolutionary that I will 
be the most devoted member of the Party, and will do all I possibly can at least 
to some extent to atone for my guilt before the Party and its Central Commit- 
lee.” 

After the Moscow trials we now know what these words were worth. Zi- 
noviev carried his perfidy to such lengths that after Kirov’s murder, which 
he had organised, he sent an obituary notice to Pravda entitled The Beacon 
Man. Here ts what Zinovicv wrote: 

"The grief of the Party is the grief of the whole people, of all the peoples of 
the USSR. The Party's mouming is the mourning of the whole of our great 
country ... The whole people have felt the bitterness of bereavernent." 

"The foul murder of Sergei Mironovich Kirov has in truth roused the whole 
Party, the whole of the Soviet Union." 

"The loss of this beloved and dear man has been felt by all as the loss of 
one who is nearest and dearest of all ...° 

“Beloved son of the Party." 

"A son of the worlang class - this is what this Beacon Man was," "our dear, 
deep, strong ... one could not help loving him, one could not heip being proud 
of himn.° 

Having cited this letter in his concluding speech in the case of the Trot- 
skyite-Zinovievite terrorist centre, Vyshinsky made the following comments 
which sum up the feelings of all revolutionaries and honest prolctarnians the 
world over on the subject under discussion: 

"This is what Zinoviev wrote, exceeding all bounds of cynicism!” 

“Such is this man. He loved him, he was proud of hun, and he kalled hin! 
The miscreant, the murderer, mourning over his victim! Has anything like this 
ever occurred before? 

“What can one say, what words can one use, fully to describe the baseness 
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and loathsomeness of this: sacrilege! Perfidy! Duplicity! Cunning! 

"It was you, Zinoviev, you who with your sacrilegious hand exdinguished 
this beacon, and you began publicly and hypocnitically to tear your hair in 
order to deceive the people. 

“Whom did you lall? You lalled a magnificent Bolshevik, a passionate 
tribune, a man who was dangerous to you, a man who fought devotedly for 
Lenin’s testament against you. You killed this man in a flash of time by the 
bullet fired by the despicable hand of Nikolayev, and two or three days after- 
wards you sent an article to the Pravda in which you wrote about the ’extin- 
guished beacon’. Where shall we find the words with which to appraise this 
despicable trick! I cannot find the words in my vocabulary!" 

Kamenev also published in 1933 similar deceptive, hypocmitical articles 
which are remarkable for their duplicity and perfidy. In these articles 
Kamencv condemned his own mistakes and renounced his past ermng ways, 
saying that "the man who had fought Lenin for decades became the most im- 
portant figure in the opposition.” "It’s clear," wrote Kamenev im this article of 
25 May 1933, “that the resistance to the policy headed by Cde Stalin was based 
on the premises which made members of the Party in October 1917 come out 
as the opponents of the policy of Lenin." 

Kamenev wrote the above lines in May 1933. Yet in the summer of 1933, 
after he and Zimoviev returned from exile, a meeting of the Trotskyite-Zino- 
vievite centre was held in Zimoviev’s apartment for the purpose of organis- 
ing terrorist acts against the leaders of the Party and the Soviet government. 
Vyshinsky questioned Kamenev on the discrepancy between his words and 
his deeds, and the following dialogue ensued: 

Vyshinsky: “What appraisal should be given to the articles and statements 
you wrote in 1933, in which you expressed loyalty to the Party. Deception?" 

Kamenev: “No, worse than deception.” 

Vyshinsky: “Perfidy?° 

Kamenev.: "Worse!" 

Vyshinsky: “Worse than deception; worse than perfidy - find the word. 


Treason ?* 
Kamenev: "You have found the word!” 


(2) The Trotskyites’ unscrupulousness in political struggle and their 
moral degradation is also fully revealed by the articles which Radek and 
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Pyatakov wrote by way of exposure of their own accomplices, Zinoviev and 
Kamenev, who were responsible for the foul and despicable murder of 
Kirov. These articles, in which Radek and Pyatakov demanded the death 
penalty for thei friends, allies and accomplices, represent the acme of cyni- 
cism and mockery at the last remnant of human conscience, at the last con- 
ceptions of morahity. 

Radek in number 3 of The Bolshevik for 1935, by way of exposure of the 
duplicity of Zinovicv and all the heads of the Zinoviev faction, wrote the fol- 
lowing lines: 

“Having slipped into counter-revolution, the exteaders of the Zinovievite- 
Trotskyite bloc have resorted to the methods of interventionist spies, dynami- 
ters and wreckers. Duplicity proved to be camouflage enabling them to 
bombard the proletarian General Staff." 

And further, at the time of the trial of Zmoviev, Kamenev and others, 
Radek exclaimed: 


"Crush the vipers! It is not a matter of exterminating ambitious men who 
have gone to the length of committing a great crime, it is a matter of extermi- 
nating the agents of Fascism who were prepared to assist in igniting the confla- 
gration of war, to facilitate the victory of fascism in order to receive from its 
hands at least the shadow of power." 

Radek talked in this article about the "Trotskyite- Zinovievite Fascist gang 
and its henchman - Trotsky" etc. 

Radek ended this article with the following paragraph: "The proletarian 
court will pass sentence on these sanguinary murderers, which they have 
deserved a hundred-fold. People who have raised the sword against the 
beloved leaders of the proletariat must pay with their heads for their unparal- 
leled crime. The chief organiser of this gang and of its deeds, Trotsky, has al- 
ready been condemned by history to the pillory of shame. He will not escape 
the verdict of the proletariat.” 

Pyatakov does not lag behind his fellow wrecker, Radek. Pyatakov 
wrote on 21 August 1936: 

“One cannot find the words fully to express one’s indignation and disgust. 
These people have lost the last semblance of humanity. They must be de- 
stroyed, destroyed like carrion which is polluting the pure, bracing air of the 
land of Soviets; dangerous carrion which may cause the death of our leaders, 
and has already caused the death of one of the best people in our land - that 
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wonderful comrade and leader S.M. Kirov." 


This ts what Radek and Pyatakov wrote about Zinoviev and Kamenev, 
but it turned out that they wrote it about themselves, for, as we now know, 
not only did Radek and Pyatakov know in advance about the attempt on 
Kirov’s life, but they actually consented to the attempt being made. 

(3) Take Bukharin. Leaving aside his earlier hypocritical self-denunci- 
ations, let us begin with the year 1928. In this year Bukharin declared at the 
Plenum of the Central Committee of the Party that he had no differences 
with the Party. It turns out, however, that at that very same time Bukharin 
was engaged in secret negotiations, and reached an agreement with, Kame- 
nev. In 1929 Bukharin wrote in Pravda about his erroneous views thus: 

"While admitting these errors of ours, we on our part will exert every effort 
to wage, together with the entre Party, a resolute struggle against all devia- 
tions." 

It was preciscly at that tome that there was taking shape the underground 
organisation that began to oppose the Soviet power with arms. Bukharin 
admitted during his trial that his above declaration was a lic, a tactical ma- 
nocuvre designed to mislead the Party. When Bukharin wrote the above 
lines - at that very time, according to his own testimony and that of Rykov 
and Ivanov, he was engaged in fanning the struggle in the North Caucasus 
and in organising kulak revolts against Soviet power. 

The year 1930, and Bukharin hands in a declaration to the Central Com- 
mittee admitting his errors. Bukharin in this declaration writes about his 
“unreserved condemnation of every attempt against the unity of the Party, all 
factional activity, all attempts at surreptitious struggle against the Party leader- 
ship, surreptitious defence of another political line differing from that of the 
Party." 

It turns out, however, again according to Bukharin’s own testimony, that 
it was at this precise moment that he was engaged in negotiations with Se- 
myonov concerning the organisation of terroristic acts against the leaders of 
the Soviet government and Party. 


The year 1933: Bukharin makes a speech at the Joint Plenum of the Cen- 
tral Committee and the Central Control Commission of the CPSU(B) in 
which he demands “severe punishment of A.P. Smirnov’s grouping,” and 
speaks about his own “Right opportunist, absolutely wrong general political 
line" and of his “guilt before the Party, its leadership, before the Central Com- 
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mittee of the Party, before the worlang class and the country," and so on and so 
forth. 


It turns out, however, that this was the first year of the formation of the 
bloc of Rights and Trotskyites, which had Bukharin and Rykov as its leaders 
and which proceeded to engage in terrorism, diversion, wrecking, espionage 
and high treason, and in encouraging the severance of national republics 
from the USSR. 

The year 1934: at the 17th Party Congress, Bukharin in his speech ap- 
proved of the ‘ruthless crushing of all oppositions and of the Right opposition 
as the main danger, i.e., of the very group to which I once belonged." 

It turns out, however, that precisely at that time Bukharin was engaged 
in mobilising all forces with the purpose of intensifying the activity of his 
group, of this criminal gang, which had already become a group of mur- 
derers, professional wreckers, genuine spies and agents of the intelligence 
services of foreign countries. 

The other accused were no less experienced in the game of hypocnisy, 
double-deahng, duplicity and treachery. Each one of them was able to mask 
himself and his criminal activities for a fairly long time, and, as Vyshinsky 
remarked in his concluding speech at the first trial: 

"This is perhaps one of the most striking cases in history when the word 
mask acquired its real meaning: these people put their masks on their faces, 
adopted the pose of repentant sinners who had broken with the past, who had 
abandoned their old erring ways and mistakes which grew into crime." 

It ts precisely because of the masks worn by these people, and the high 
official positions they held, that they escaped detection for so long. ” 

In their criminal activity aimed at the overthrow of the Soviet govern- 
ment and the restoration of capitalism in the USSR, the accused at the trials 
spared no one - neither the people who refused to obey them nor those who 
carried out their instructions. The first tnal revealed that in the event of 
their plot being successful, and on coming to power, the accused intended 
to appoint Bakayev (another of the accused) as chairman of the OGPU. 
On being appointed to this position, Bakayev was to destroy all the threads 
of their conspiracy that might be in the hands of the OGPU, the possibility 
of which was not excluded by Zinoviev and Kamenev, as well as the very 
people who carried out the instructions of these criminals. Reingold testi- 
fied: 
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"Zinoviev and Karnenev were both of the opinion, and they told me about 
this, that on the morrow of the coup d'état, after the seizure of power, Bakayev 
should be put at the head of the OGPU machinery, he was to assist in covering 
up the traces, in doing away with, in killing, not only the employees of the 
People’s Commissariat for Internal Affairs - the OGPU - who might be in pos- 
session of any threads of the conspiracy, but also all the direct perpetrators of 
terroristic acts against Stalin and his immediate assistants. By the hand of Ba- 
kayev, the Trotskyite- Zinovievite organisation was to destroy its own activists, 
is own terrorist gunmen, who were involved in this matter’ (Trial of the Trot- 
skyite-Zinovievite Terrorist Centre). 

Another incident which shows how this gang of most despicable crimi- 
nals would have dealt with anyone who dared disobey them is that of the 
death of engineer Boyarshinov. Boyarshinov was at one time a wrecker and 
had been convicted of wrecking at the Shakhty trial. But he reformed and 
started working as an honest Soviet citizen. He refused to construct the 
Rukhimovich mine according to wrecking plans that were drawn up and he 
protested time and time again against work being delayed, and against 
Stroilov’s criminal activity. He exposed Stroilov. Boyarshinov’s honesty in 
work and his refusal to obey the wreckers enraged the latter. This gang or- 
ganised his murder. On 15 April 1934 Boyarshinov was driving from the 
railway station on a horse-drawn cart when he was run into by a motor-truck 
and crushed to death at the behest of the Shestov-Cherepukhin gang. 

If this is what they did when they were not in power, the magnitude of 
the crimes they would have committed had they come to power is unimagin- 
able. 


Thus it can be seen that this gang intended to come to power over moun- 
tains of corpses. Yet there are people, even ’Maruists’, who weep over the 
just punishment meted out by the court of revolutionary justice to this gang 
of murderers, whom they describe as ’Bolsheviks’. These ’Marusts’ have 
never shown any signs of shedding even a single tear for those who fell vic- 
tim to the terrorist and wrecking activities of this gang, for millions of 
people who would have once again been subjected to capitalist wage slavery 
and exploitation had this gang come to power. The truth is that those who 
shed tears over the fate of the accused in these trials - a fate consequent 
upon their own criminal and treasonable activities against the land of social- 
ism - are not Marxists. They are capitalist roaders who are sad that capital- 
ism was not restored in the Soviet Union. 
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Before ending this chapter the question must be asked: how was it that 
despite all the wrecking and diversionist activities of this gang - the accused 
- the Soviet Union was able to advance on all fronts - economic, technical, 
military, political, idcological and cultural - and to build socialism? The 
answer is a sumple one, namely, that if there were dozens of unscrupulous 
people sapping the foundations of the Soviet Union, there were millions of 
honest people protecting it by their vigilance and devotion. What scores of 
wreckers destroyed, millions of Soviet people were able to repair in no time. 
That is the only explanation to account for the gigantic and literally miracu- 
lous achievements of the USSR during that period in the task of socialist 
construction. 

We shall now move on to the next chapter, which deals with the treason- 
able activities of the accused, 1¢, their agreements with fascist and other 
powers. 


NOTES 


i. To give you an example of the labour herossm’ of the accused at these trials: Trotskyite ter- 
rorists were arriving into the Soviet Union from abroed to commit terromstic acts against the 
leaders of the Party and government. The Zinovievite section of the "United Trotskyite-Zino- 
vievite Centre’ increased its efforts a hundredfold in order to commit criminal terroristic acts 
sooner that the Trotskyites. To the Zinovievite section of the terrorist centre it was a ‘matter 
of honour’ to carry out its criminal designs before the Trotskyites. This is the kind of ’emula- 
tion’ and ‘labour heroism’ that the accused practised. 

2. They escaped detection also for the reason that a lot of the Party members of the 
CPSU(B), because of their total absorption in the economic work and being carried away by 
the economic successes, became complacent. This is how Comrade Stalin expressed himsclif 
on the matter under consideration: 

“The matter is thei eur Party comrades have been telally absorbed in the economic work in 
recemt years, have been engrossed to the limit in economic successes, and being engrossed 
im all these things forget aboat all else, threw aside all else. 

“The matter is that being carried away by economic successes they began (fo regard this as 
the beginning and end of everything, and simply gave up paying attention to such thirgs as 
the international position of the Soviet Unica, capitalist encirclement, strengthening of the 
political work of the Party, struggie against wrecking, efc.. seppesing all these questions to 
be second-rate and even third-rate matters. 

“Successes and achievements are, of coarse, a great thing. Our successes in the sphere of 
socialist construction are truly enormoas. 

“But seccesses like everything else ender the sun have their seamy side. Among peepie who 
are not very skilifal in politics big secoesses and big achievements not infrequently give rise 
to carelessness, complacency, self-satisfaction, overweening self- confidence, swell-headed- 
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ness and bragging. You cannet deny that braggarts have lately developed among = 
tremendously. It is mot suspriaing im these circumstances of big and serious saccesses in 
Gae sphere of socialist construction thai feelings ef boastfulness are creafed, feelings of 
showy demoustration of our successes, and feelings are created for anderestimating the 
strength ef cur enemies, feelings of overestimation ef our ewn strength, and as a result of 
all this political blindness appears. 

“] aust beve aay 0 few words about the dangers connected with successes, sheut the dangers 
counccted with achievements. 


“We know by experience of the dangers connected with difficulties. For a number ef years 
we have beem fighting agaims( such kinds ef dangers, and I musi say not without success. 
Among people who are not staunch, dangers connected with difficulties not infrequently 
give rise to downcast feelings, distrust ip their own forces, feelings of pessimism. And, on 
the contrary, when ff is a matter of fighting against the dangers which arise frem difficul- 
ties, people are tenmpered in this struggle and emerge from the streggiec really granite Bel- 
sheviks. 

"Sach is the natere of the dangers connected with difficulties. Sach are the results of over- 
coming difficulties. 

"Bat there ts another kind of danger, the danger counccted with secceases, the danger con- 
nected with achieverments. Yes, yes, comrades, dangers connected with achievements, with 
successes. These dangers cousiast im fhe fact thal among preopie little skilled in politics and 
uot having seen nsuch, the conditions ef successes - success afler success, achievement after 
achievement, the overfalfilment of plans efter overfalfilment of plans - gives rise to feelings 
of carelessness and self-setisfaction, creates an atmosphere ef shewy triamphs and mutzal 
congratuistions which kil] the sense of prepertion and dull political imstinct, take the 
spring out ef people and impel them te rest on their Laurehs. 

“It fs mot sarprising that in this narcotic atmosphere of swell headedness and self-csatiafac- 
tion, this aimesphere of showy demonstrations and load self-praise, people forget some es- 
sential fects which are of first-grade significance for the fate of this our country: people 
begim to aniss seeing cach umpicasani fects as capitalist encirciement, the acw forms of 
wrecking, the dangers connected with eur successes, efc. 

“Capitalist encirclement? A mere bagateile! What significance can some capitalist encir- 
clement or other have if we falfil and surpass our economic plans? The Party statutes, the 
election of Party organs, the reporting of the Party leaders tr the mass of the Party mem- 
bers - is there really any need for ell this? Is it worth worrying about all these trifles al all if 
ous economy grows and the material siimation of the workers and peasants becomes ever 
better and better? Mere details! We overfolfil the Plans, our Party is not bad, the Central 
Committee of the Party is also not bad - what do we need? They are funny people sitting 
there in Moscow im the Central Commitice of the Party. They invent some kind of ques- 
tiens, talk about seme wrecking er other, don’t sleep themselves and don’t let other people 
sheep. 

"This is an example plain to see of how easily and ‘simply some of our inexperienced com- 
rades are infected with political blindness as the result of a dizrying rapture im our econ- 
omic smoccesses. 


“Sach are the dangers connected with saccesses, with achieve ments. 
“Sach are the reasons why our Party comrades are carried sway by economic successes, 
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have fergetien facts of an international and internal character which are of real impert- 
ance fer the Soviet Union, and have not noticed a whole series of damgers surrounding our 
country. 

"Such are the roots of our carelessness, forgetfulness, complacency, and political blindmrss. 
"Such are the reots of the shortcomings in eur econcemic and Party werk." (Defects in Party 


Werk and Measures for Liquidating Trotskyites and Other Double Dealers, Report to the 
Central Committee of the CPSU, 3/5 March 1937). 


Chapter 10 


TREASONABLE AGREEMENTS 
WITH FASCISM 


6 Na first Moscow tnal in August 1936 already threw some light on the re- 
lationship and close coordination between the Trotskyites and the Ges- 
(apo. We have already scen that Nathan Lurye, a terrorist sent from Berlin 
to the USSR by Trotsky, worked in close coordination with Franz Weitz, an 
agent of the Gestapo and a man trusted by Himmler, the chief of the Gesta- 
po at that ume. It was oot, however, until the third trial, the trial of the Anti- 
Soviet bloc of Rights and Trotskyites, in March 1938, that it became clear 
that Trotskyite connections with the German General Staff dated back to a 
much earlicr period. According to the testimony of the accused Krestinsky, 
Trotskyites had concluded an agreement with German imperialism under 
which they agreed to carry out espionage for Germany and to provide her 
with information in return for funds for carrying on the Trotskyist opposi- 
tion’s propaganda within the USSR. 

"In 1921 Trotsky told me to take advantage of a meeting with Seeckt during 
official negotiations to propose to him, to Seeckt, that he grant Trotsky a regu- 
lar subsidy for the development of illegal Trotskyite activities; at the sarne time 
he told me that, if Seecia will put up a counter-dernand that we render him ser- 
vices in the sphere of espionage, we Should and may accept it ... I put the ques- 
tion before Seeckt and named the sun of 250,000 gold marks, that ts 60,000 
dollars a year. General Seeckt, after consulting with his assistant, the chief of 
staff, agreed in principle and put up the counter-demand that certain confiden- 
tial and important information of a military nature be transmitted to hun, even 
if not regularly, by Trotsky in Moscow or through me. In addition he was to re- 
ceive assistance in obtaining visas for some persons whom they needed and 
whom they would send to the Soviet Union as spies. This counter-demand of 
General Seeckt was accepted and in 1923 this agreement had been put into ef- 
fect" (Accused Krestinsky at the Trial of Anti-Soviet Bloc of Rights and Trot- 
skyites ). 

Apart from securing funds from Germany io return for doing espionage 
work for her, for supplying her with essential and important information, 
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funds also became available to the Trotskyites and Rights through criminal 
misuse and manipulation of foreign trade. Here is what Rosengoltz had to 
say at his trial on the matter under discussion: 

"Foreign trade was criminally utilised by way of using and stealing funds to 
finance the Trotskyite movernent. Without dwelling on quite a number of per- 
haps insignificant dealings, I shall mention two of the most iunportant examn- 
ples. The first was an operation cared out by Krayevsky to the amount of 
$300,000, which were transmitted to the Trotskyite organisation or direct to 
Trotsky" (Trial of Anti-Soviet Bloc of Rights and Trotskyites). 

Initially the necessity to secure funds for their anti-Party propaganda 
seems to have led the Trotskyites to conclude a treasonable agreement with 
the German Reichswebr. But as the Trotskyites suffered more and more 
defeats in their open attacks on the Party, as they became more and more 
isolated and lost even the semblance of mass support for their policy of 
opposition to the building of socialism in the USSR, they felt obliged to 
drop methods of open struggle against the Party that no longer had any 
prospect of success and to adopt conspiratorial tactics. They degenerated 
into a band of professional wreckers, assassins and diversionists. This 
change of Trotskyism’s tactics and its connections with the foreign bour- 
geoisie led it from the position of mere opposition to the building of social- 
ism in the USSR to the policy of direct bourgeois restoration. As their 
bourgeois connections became more and more extensive, im propertion as 
the Trotskyites became more and more isolated from the Party and the So- 
viet working class and masses, the imperialist bourgeoisie, taking advantage 
of this isolation, demanded more and more concessions from the Trot- 
skyites in the event of the latter coming to power with imperialist help. 
Thus the change in the Trotskyites’ tactics led to a change in their pro- 
gramme. In this context, comrades, I cannot refrain from citing a few pas- 
sages from the last plea of the accused Krestinsky, who was a Trotskyite. 
Here is what he said: 

"In 1921 I accepted Trotsky’s proposal to take part in the illegal Trotskyite 
work which he was then commencing, mustering forces and cadres for sub- 
sequent open action. 

"A bureau was formed right then, consisting of Trotsky, Serebryakov, Pre- 
obrazhensky, Pyatakov and myself. This was in October 1921. My illegal 
struggle against the Party dates from this moment. 


“In the spring of 1922, when I arrived for the Eleventh Party Congress, Trot- 
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sky broached the subject of securing funds for the internal Party struggle, for the 
struggle against the Central Committee, which, as he visualised it, would be a 
prolonged and acute one. Victor Kopp, who was present, proposed that an at- 
tempt be made to secure funds from the German Reichswehr. This proposal at 
first gave nse to certain vacillations on my part, but I afterwards accepted it 
and played an active part in the conclusion of a treasonable agreement with 
the Germans. 


"Towards the end of 1923 an open attack of the Trotskyites on the Party 
took place. The defeat which we Trotskyites suffered only served to intensify 
our resentment and to aggravate the struggle. 


"In 1926-27 the Trotskyites launched a number of attacks on the Central 
Committee. Simultaneously, a Trotskyite struggle began in the Western Com- 
munist Parties as well. Taking advantage of the situation, the Reichswehr de- 
manded that we should not only intensify our espionage activities, but also give 
certain political promises of future grants of economic concessions in the 
Ulaaine in case we came to power. Trotsky and I, fearing to lose a source of 
funds at a moment of acute struggle, agreed to it and consented to deepen this 
(reasonable agreement. 


"At the end of 1927 Trotsky flung all his forces into the struggle but suffered 
smashing and utter defeat. The Trotskyites were expelled from the Party. The 
majority of their leaders were ealed. The masses were against us, and an open 
struggle offered no prospect of success. Accordingly, Trotsky gave instructions 
to all who had been expelled or exaled to get themselves reinstated in the Party 
by submitting double-dealing statements to the effect that they had renounced 
their views. At the same time he gave instructions for the restoration of the il- 
legal Trotskyite organisation, which now was to bear a purely conspiratonal 
character. 


"Its method of struggle was to pave the way for an armed coup. The means 
to this end were terronsm, wrecking and diversion. 


"The change in the tactical line was accompanied by a change of program. 
We had always considered that the building of socialism in the USSR alone ts 
impossible inasmuch as the bourgeois-capitalist system was still preserved in 
the other countnes, and the fascists had come to power in some. We deemed tt 
necessary to adopt the policy of permitting capitalist relations in the country, 
and then, as our connections with the foreign bourgeoisie became more exten- 
sive, we in this way arrived at the policy of direct bourgeois restoration. 


“Dunng the meeting in Meran in October 1933, Trotsky expounded to me at 
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length the bourpeots-restorationist program of our conspiratorial organisation 
and the program for the overthrow of the socialist social systern easting in the 
country, adopting for this purpose methods of terronsm, wrecking and diver- 
ston, and envisaging the subsequent dismemberment of the Soviet Union and 
the severance from it of the Ukraine and the Maritime Region. 


"I accepted the program proposed by Trotsky, and also agreed to the new 
methods of struggle. And from that moment I bear complete political and 
criminal responsibility for all these methods of struggle. 

"In February 1935 Pyatakov informed me that an agreernent on a joint 
armed coup had been reached between the Trotskyites, the Rights and Tukha- 
chevsky’s military group. From that moment I bear responsibility not only for 
the actions of the Trotskyites, but for the actions of the Rights and of the mili- 
tary conspirators as well” (Tnal of the Anti-Soviet Bloc of Rights and Trot- 
skytles, pp. 732-3). 

Proof relating to the agreements concluded by Trotsky ' with Nazi Ger- 
many and fascist Japan ts also to be found in the testimony of Sokolnikov 
and Radek. Both of them gave detailed accounts of the various encounters 
they had had with the diplomatic representatives of fascist Germany who 
were keen on confirming that Trotsky was not just acting on his own, that 
behind him there really stood people who occupied influential and impon- 
ant positions in the Soviet governmcnt and economy. Here is what Sokolni- 
kov said: 


“] had a conversation with Kamenev at the beginning of 1934. Durning this 
conversation Kamenev informed me about the defeatist position taken by Trot- 
sky and about his own defeatist views. Incidentally, one definite result of this 
conversation was that Kamenev wamed me that someone might approach me 
with enquires.” 

Vyshinsky: "Who might do this?” 

Sokolnikov: "The diplomatic representative of a certain country." 

Vyshinsky: “Kamenev wamed you about this?” 

Sokolnikov: "Yes. Kamenev warned me about this." 

Vyshinsky: "Did Kamenev tell you what enquiries would be addressed to 
you?" 

Sokolnikov: "Yes, he told me that I would be asked for confirmation of the 


fact that the negotiations which were being camied on by Trotsky abroad were 
not being cared on by him in his own name, but that behind Trotsky there 
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was an organisation of which he was the representative." 

Vyshinsky: "You were to confirm this if enquiries in this sense were ad- 
dressed to you?" 

Sokolmkov: "Yes." 

Vyshinsky: “Such a question was addressed to you?" 

Sokolnikov: “Yes, in the middie of April after one of my official talks with 
the representative of @ certain country with whom I had frequent meetings in 
connection with my official duties. The conversation took place after the offi- 
cial talk was over, when the interpreters had withdrawn to the neighbouring 
room. While I was showing my visitor to the door he asked me whether I 
knew that Trotsky had addressed certain proposals to his government. I con- 
firmed that this fact was known to me. He asked further whether these propo- 
sals were sericus. I confirmed this too. He asked whether this was my own 
personal opinion. I said that this was not only my opinion but that of my 
friends as well. I understood this question of his as a confirmation of the fact 
that the government of that country had really received Trotsky’s proposals, 
and wanted to make sure that Trotsky’s proposals were really known tc the or- 
ganisation and that Trotsky’s nght to conduct these negotiations was not dis- 
puted.” 

Vyshinsky: "What post did you hold at that time?” 

Sokolnikov: “Assistant People’s Commissar for Foreign Affairs." (Trial of 
Anti-Soviet Trotskyite Centre, January 1937, pp. 148-9). 

An additional factor that drove the Trotskyites into the arms of the fas- 
cists, that led to the bloc of Rights and Trotskyites to arrive at agreements 
with the fascists, that fed them to enter upon the “course of terrorist strugple, 
of wrecking struggle, of diversive acts, on a defeatist position” was their over- 
estimation of the strength of German fascism and under-estimation of the 
might of the USSR, and a desire to arrive at a compromise with fascism: 


"We considered,” declared Sokolnikov, that fascism was the most or- 
ganised form of capitalism, that it would tiumph, would seize Europe and 
Stifle us. It was therefore better to come to terms with if, it was better to consent 
‘o 2 compromise in the sense of retreating from socialism to capitalism. All 
this was explained by the following argument: better make certain sacrifices, 
even very severe ones, than lose everything. I should explain, emphasise, this 
principle, because without it, it would be quite impossible to understand how 
the bloc and the centre of the bloc could have entered upon the course of ter- 
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rorist struggle, of wrecking struggle, of diversive acts; on a defeatist position." 
(ibid., p. 151). 

The Trotskyites and Rights argued that the purpose of these agreements 
reached by them with the fascists wes to prevent fascism from "seizing Eu- 
rope” and “stifling” the USSR; that their purpose was to “ualise this hostile 
power [German fascism]" by paying a price which in the present case meant 
committing treasonable acts against the Soviet Union. But it goes without 
saying that, their intentions notwithstanding, the Trotskyites and Rights, di- 
vorced from the Soviet working class and armed with a counter-revolution- 
ary programme of capitalist restoration, ended up, and could not but have 
ended up, by becoming the agents of fascism, its tools and puppets. They 
could never have made use of fascism. Fascism was bound to have made 
use of them. 

"We had to decide a political problem which consisted of only one point," 
continued Sokolnikov, "could we by adopting this most painful course, which 
in regard to the easiing Party leadership, in regard to the Soviet power, in re- 
gard to the Soviet Union, represented, as we understood full well, a senes of the 
most heinous crimes, of the most shameful crimes, represented treason and so 
forth - we had to decide whether after paying this price we would be able to 
utilise this hostile force." 


Vyshinsky: "Or they would utilise you?" 
Sokolnikov: "Or they would utilise us, if we became simply an appendage 


of German Fascism, which would utilise us and then throw us away like a dirty 
rag, we would be condemned, disgraced and proved to be utter nonentifies." 


Vyshinsky: “And did you expect any other fate than to be utilised by Fas- 
cism and then thrown away like a useless rag?" 


Sokolnikov: "Of course. If we had counted only on such an end we ought 
to have liquidated the bloc completely." 


Vyshinsky: "You thought you could retain some independence?" 


Sokolmikov: "/ am saying what we thought at the ume. We figured that we 
had certain chances. Where did we see them? We saw them in the play of in- 
ternational contradictions. We considered that, let us say, complete sway in 
the Soviet Union could never be established by German Fascism because it 
would encounter the objections of other impenalist nvals, that certain interna- 
tional conflicts might occur, that we could rely on other forces which would not 
be interested in strengthening Fascism" (ibid, pp. 154-S). 
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Radek, Pyatakov and Sokolnikov told the court that they had, in arriving 
at an ’agrecment’ with Germany and Japan, calculated on utilising these two 
countries in their own Trotskyite interest. "But how can one seriously talk 
about Gus when this very ‘parallel’ centre is simply a wretched little gnat com- 
pared with a wolf?” asked Vyshinsky, continuing: 

"Agreement! They should have said simply: surrender to the mercy of the 
conqueror. Of course it was not an agreement but surrender to the mercy of the 
conqueror.” 

And further: "This agreement reminds me of Krylov’s fable "The Lion 
Goes Huntng’. In this fable the dog, the lion, the wolf and the fax came to an 
agreement, ‘entered into a covenant’ to go hunting together. The fax caught a 
deer and they began to share tt: one of the ‘contracting parties’ says: "This part 
is mine according to the bond; this part is surely mine, for I am the lion, and 
this ts mine because [ am stronger than you all; and as for this part, if any one 
of you as much as puts his paw upon it, he will not leave this place alive.’ 

"This ‘covenant’ is very much like your agreement, Messrs the accused, 
Messrs officers of German and Japanese fascism." 

The third trial revealed that, bereft of all support within the Soviet 
Union, the leaders of the bloc of Rights and Trotskyites, with the object of 
overthrowing the socialist social and state system cxisting in the USSR and 
restoring capitalism, concluded through Trotsky and individual partiaapants 
in this anti-Soviet bloc’, an agreement with the representatives of certain 
foreign states on armed assistance in overthrowing Soviet power in the 
USSR, on condition of its dismemberment and the severance from the 
USSR of Ukraine, Byelorussia, the Maritime Region, and the Central Asi- 
atic and Transcaucasian Republics for the benefit of the above-mentioned 
states. The conclusion of this treasonable agreement was facilitated by the 
fact that the leading participants in the anti-Soviet conspiracy were direct 
agents of forcign intelligence services and had for many years carried on es- 
pionage activities for these intelligence services. 

As has already been mentioned, Krestinsky, on the direct instructions cf 
Trotsky, entered into treasonable connections with the German Reichswehr 
in 1921 and remained a German spy until his arrest in 1937, receiving im re- 
turn for his espionage work, and for the use of the criminal activities of the 
Trotskyite organisation 250,000 German gold marks per annum. 


Rosengoltz began espionage work for the German General Staff in 1923 
and for the British Intelligence Service in 1926. 
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Rakovsky was an agent of the British Intelligence Service since 1924 and 
a Japanesc spy since 1934. 

Chemov began espionage work for Germany m 1928, having formed 
connections with the German intelligence service with the aid of the notori- 
ous Menshevik and émigré, Dan. 

Sharangovich was recruited and sent by the Polish mtelligence service to 
Carry on espionage work in the USSR in 1921. He remained a Polish spy 
until the day of his arrest. 

Grinko was a German and Polish spy from 1932. 

The leaders of the bloc of Rights and Trotskyites, Bukharin, Rykov and 
Yagoda, were not only informed of the espionage activities of their accom- 
plices, but encouraged these treasonable connections, and themselves gave 
instructions to the participants im the bloc when they conducted treasonable 
negotiations with the representatives of forcign states. 

Bukharin did his best to deny his part m the organisation of espionage 
against the USSR, but his denial proved worthless m the light of the cvi- 
dence against him. Rykov’s cvidence proved beyond doubt that Bukharin 
and Rykov were fully guilty of espionage connections and of conducting es- 
plomage work for forcign intelligence services. Here is a relevant section 
from the dialogue between the state prosecutor and Rykov at the morning 
session of 7 March, 1938: 

Vyshinsky: "Consequently, Chervyakov and the people connected with you 
maintained systernatic connections with the Poles?" 

Rykov. "Yes" 

Vyshinsky: “What kind of connection is it?" 

Rykov:. “There was an espionage connection there, too". 

Vyshinsky: "But was there an espionage connection maintained by a part 
of your organisation with the Poles on your instructions?" 

Rykow: “Of course.” 

Vyshinsky: “Bukharin inchided?" 

Rykov: "Of course.* 

Vyshinsky: "Were you and Bukharin connected?” 

Rykov: "Absolutely." 

Vyshinsky: “So you were spies?* 
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Rykov: (No reply) 

Vyshinsky: “And the organisers of the espionage?” 

Rykov: "J am in no way better than a spy." 

Vyshinsky: "You organised espionage, so you were spies?" 

Rykov: "Jt may be said, yes.” (Trial of the Anti-Soviet Bloc of Rights and 
Trotskyites). 

Rykov also very clearly indicated another highly characteristic feature 
which exposed the bloc of Rights and Trotskyites as an agency of certain 
foreign intelligence services. Questioned on the subject of the dismember- 
ment of the USSR, and asked “was there also the aim of preparing a base for 
the Fascists, for their attack upon the USSR and for their victory?" Kykov re- 
plies: "Yes, that is unquestionably so." 

The court investigation established that the aim of preparing a base for 
an attack upon the USSR and of ensuring victory against the USSR in the 
event of such an attack was set by the German, Polish and other intelligence 
services to the bloc of Rights and Trotskyites as to a direct agency of the 
fascist intelligence services. And the accused Chernov was absolutely right 
when he said that, apart from Trotsky, the real masters of the bloc of Rights 
and Trotskyites were in fact the intelligence services of certain foreign 
states. 


The intention of these despicable traitors, these menials of capitalism, 
was to transform the USSR into a colony of German fascism. Exposing the 
essence of the agreement with the Reichswebr, the threads of which led to 
the treason and treachery of the bloc of Rights and Trotskyites, Krestinsky 
said: 

"We [the Trotskyites] were receiving a small sun of money and they (the 
Reichswehr] were receiving espionage information which they would need dur- 
ing an armed attack. But the German government, Hitler particularly, wanted 
colonies, territory, and not only espionage information. And he {1.c., Hitler] 
was prepared to be satisfied with Soviet territory instead of colonies for which 
he would have to fight England, America and France.” (ibid). 

And still further continued Krestinsky: 


"We were prepared to restore capitalist relations in the USSR and to make 
territorial concessions to the bourgeois states with which we had already come 
fo an agreement.” 
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It 1s for the reasons contained in the above passage from Krestinsky that 
the imperialist and fascist states were prepared to render the most energetic 
support to the bloc of Rights and Trotskyites in order to enable the latter to 
come to power by overthrowing the Soviet government. Had the "bloc’ 
come to power, they would have restored capitalism in the USSR and made 
large terntorial concessions to umperialist states. It is for these reasons that 
the bourgeoisie all over the world mourn and wail over the just punishment 
of these traitors to socialism and deserters to the camp of the bourgeoisie. 
it is for these reasons precisely that the bourgeoisie continues to describe 
these traitors as the "real Bolsheviks" purged by Stalin because of the latter’s 
alleged desire for absolute power. Comrades, do we not have the nght to 
ask this bourgeois gentry: gentlemen of the bourgeoisie, since when have 
you decided to side with the real Bolsheviks? Would it not be a cause for 
greatest satisfaction on your part - a cause warranting lavish celebrations - if 
all the real Bolsheviks of a communist party were climinated? One has 
merely to raise these questions to give, in the affirmative, answers to them. 
The truth of the matter is that, having md itself of these traitors, the Bol- 
shevik Party emerged very strong indeed. In this context I must quote a few 
passages from Comrade Stalin’s Report to the 18th Party Congress of the 
CPSU(B). In these passages Comrade Stalin deals with the ’drivel’ that the 
purging of the Party and Soviet organisations of Trotskyites, Zinovievites 
and Rights led to the weakening of the Party and the ’demoralisation’ of the 
Soviet system. Here is what Comrade Stalin said: 

"Certain foreign pressmen have been talking drivel to the effect that the pur- 
ging of Soviet organisations of spies, assassins and wreckers like Trotsky, Zino- 
viev, Yakir, Tukhachevsky, Rosengoltz, Bukharin and other fiends has ‘shaken’ 
the Soviet system and caused it 'dernoralisation’. All this cheap drivel deserves 
is laughter and scorn. How can the purging of Soviet organisations of noxious 
and hostile elements shake and demoralise the Soviet system? The Trotsky- 
Bukharin bunch, that handful of spies, assassins and wreckers, who kowtowed 
to the foreign world, who were possessed by a slavish instinct to grovel before 
every foreign bigwig and were ready to serve him as spies - that handful of indi- 
viduals who did not understand that the humblest Soviet citizen, being free 
from the fetters of capital, stands head and shoulders above any high-placed 
foreign bigwig whose neck wears the yoke of capitalist slavery - of what use that 
miserable band of venal slaves, of what value can they be to the people, and 
whom can they ’demoralise’? In 1937 Tukhachevsky, Yakir, Uborevich and 
other fiends were sentenced to be shot. After that, the elections to the Supreme 
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Soviet of the USSR were held. In these elections, 98.6% of the total vote was 
cast for the Soviet government. At the beginning of 1938 Rosengoltz, Rykov, 
Bukhann and other fiends were sentenced to be shot. After that the elections 
to the Supreme Soviet of the Union Republics were held. In these elections 
99.4% of the total vote was cast for the Soviet government. Where are the 
symptoms of 'deroralisation’, we would like to know, and why was this ‘de- 
moralisation’ not reflected in the results of the elections? 

"To listen to these foreign drivellers one would think that if the spies, assas- 
sins and wreckers had been left at liberty to wreck, murder and spy without let 
or hindrance, the Soviet organisations would have been far sounder and 
stronger. (Laughter). Are not these gentlemen giving themselves away too soon 
by so insolently defending the cause of spies, assassins and wreckers? 

"Would it not be truer to Say that the weeding out of spies, assassins and 
wreckers from our Soviet organisations was bound to lead, and did lead, to the 
further strengthening of these organisations? 

"What, for instance, do the events at Lake Hassan show, if not that the 
weeding out of spies and wreckers is the surest means of strengthening our So- 
viet organisations?” 

The accused Rakovsky testified that the bloc worked for the defeat of 
the USSR and systematically engaged in spying. In this connection refer- 
ence must be made to Bukharin. As mentioned earlier, Bukharin tried to 
prove that he did not favour the defeat of the USSR, that he did not favour 
wrecking, espionage and diversive activities, because in general he was not 
supposed to have any connection with practical matters, because he was a 
‘theoretician’ who occupied himself with arming Trotskyism with the ’spiri- 
tual’ weapon of the theory of the restoration of capitalism. But even 
Bukharin had to admit the following: 

"In short, as one of the leaders of the Right Centre, it was my duty to com- 
municate our line to one of the leaders of the periphery centre." 

What was the line that Bukharin had to communicate "as one of the 
leaders of the Right Centre"? Said Bukharin: 

"Briefly, this line was that in the fight against Soviet power it is permissible 
to utilise a war situation and to make certat. concessions to capitalist states 
for the purpose of neutralising them, and sometimes for the purpose of obtain- 
ing their assistance." 

As Vyshinsky put it: "If this involved and intricate staternent of Bukhann’s 
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is deciphered, it means downright treason, desertion to the enemy, depending 
on military circumstances and war conditions in order to utilise assistance of 
these enemies for the achievernent of one’s criminal ends.” (Trial of Ant-So- 
viet Bloc of Rights and Trotskyites ). 

When Bukhann was asked: “In other words, orientation towards assist- 
ance from certain foreign states?" he replied: "Yes it can be put that way." 

Further, on being asked: “In other words, orientation towards the defeat of 
the USSR?" - Bukhann, remaining true to this "nebulous verbal acrobatics," 
as Vyshinsky aptly described Bukharin’s way of answenng questions, re- 
plied: “In general, summarised, I repeat, yes." 

Radek and Pyatakov also testified, at the trial of the anti- Soviet Trot- 
skyitc centre, to the defcatist position adopted by the Trotskyites, to their 
complete dependence on foreign powers for the purposes of coming to 
power by overthrowing the Soviet government, and to the various terntonal 
and other concessions they had agreed to grant to these foreign powers in 
return for their assistance. 


In the event of the defeat of the USSR and the Trotskyites coming to 
power, the Trotskyites, according to the testimony of the various accused at 
the second trial, intended not only to lease as concessions the mdustrial en- 
terprises which the imperialist states regarded as important, but also sell 
outright to private owners important enterprises which they had already 
earmarked for this purpose. The Trotskyites proposed to liquidate the col- 
lective and state farms and adopt individual farming. And on the partition- 
ing of the country, Radek’s formula was "Give Ukraine to Germany and the 
Amur region to Japan." 

The total impotence of Trotskyism, its complete isolation from the So- 
viet working class and masses, its utter dependence on fascism, its efforts to 
provoke a war against the Soviet Union and to work for the defeat of the lat- 
ter in the event of such a war, and its real counter-revolutionary essence is 
revealed by the following remarks made by the accused Radek during his 
last plea: 

"... | perceived that Trotsky hirnself had lost faith. The first variant was a 
concealed way of saying: Weil boys, try to overthrow the Soviet power by your- 
selves. without Hitler. What, you cannot? Try to seize power yourselves. What 
you cannot? Trotsky himself already felt his complete internal impotence, and 
staked on Hitler. The stake was now on Hitler. The old Trotskyites had held 
that it was unpossible to build up socialism in one country, and that it was 
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therefore necessary to force the revolution in the west. Now they were told that 
revolution in the west was unpossible, and so destroy socialism in one country, 
destroy socialism in the USSR. Yet nobody could help but see that socialism 
in our country had been built.” (Trial of the Anti-Soviet Trotskyite Centre). 


The words emphasised sum up the quintessence of Trotsky’s theory of 
"permanent revolution’: if world revolution does not follow the revolution in 
a given country, then, says Trotskyism, destroy the revolution in the country 
where it has taken place. 


Comrades, it is not possible for me to present the mass of evidence relat- 
ing to all the treasonable ’agreements’ arrived at by the Trotskyites and 
Rights with fascism. I shall have to be content with the few details that I 
have already given you. As for the rest, you must read the transcripts of 
these trials to get a complete picture. I propose, therefore, to complete this 
chapter with a quotation from Bukharin, which aptly characterises the ac- 
cused at these trials: 


"We all became rabid counter-revolutionaries, traitors to the socialist 
fatherland, we turned into spies, terrorists, and restorers of capitalism. We em- 
barked on treachery, crime and treason. We turned into an insurrectionary 
band, we organised terrorist groups, engaged in wrechang activities, wanted to 
overthrow the Soviet govemment of the proletariat" (Trial of the Anti-Soviet 
Bloc of Rights and Trotskyites). 

Now, comrades, it is proposed to pass to consider the military aspects of 
the conspiracy, the plans of the conspirators for a coup d’ état. 


NOTES 


1. According to the testimony of the accused Bessonov at the third tnai, Trotsky bad come to 
an agreement with the German and Japanese intelligence services to wage a joint struggle 
against Soviet power and the USSR. Bessonov said that this agreement was concluded on the 
basis of the following five points: 

(a) Mutual sabotage of all official relations between the USSR and Germany. This is nothing 
less than provocation in the international relations of the USSR in order to provoke conflicts 
in the interests of the impenalists. 

(b) All-round collaboration between the Trotskyite organisations in the USSR and the Ger- 
man secret and espionage agents in order to undermine the military and economic might of 
the USSR in order to ensure its defeat in war. 


(c) German fascism was to gyve help to a coup d'état in the USSR, tts purpose being to trans- 
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fer power to the bloc of Rights and Trotskyites. 


(6) The fourth point provided for the acceleration of foreign intervention followed by the 
conclusion of peace with the new government - a Trotskyite government - which the Trot- 
skyites hoped to establish. 

(e) And, finally, the severance of the Ukraine from the USSR in favour of Germany, the 
severance of the Maritime Region in favour of Japan, the severance of Byclorussia in favour 
of Poland, and the dismemberment of the USSR by severing regions and republics from it and 
placing them at the disposal of the imperialists. 


Chapter 11 


THE MILITARY ASPECT OF THE 
CONSPIRACY - 


PLANS FOR A COUP D’ETAT 


T" most difficult to detect was the military aspect of the conspiracy tu 
overthrow the Soviet government. It was not until May 1937 that the So- 
viet authorities discovered a most dangerous gang of plotters and conspira- 
tors in the Red Army. The Soviet government took appropriate and timely 
measures; it brought eight generals to trial on the following charge:- 

“Being in the employ o; the military intelligence services of one of the 
foreign states which carries on an unfriendly policy towards the USSR, had sys- 
ternatically furnished to the military circles of that State espionage information, 
committed wrecking acts with the aim of undermining the might of the Wor- 
kers’ and Peasants’ Red Army, prepared, in the event of military attack on the 
USSR, the defeat of the USSR, the defeat of the Red Army, and pursued the 
airn of assisting in the dismemberment of the Soviet Union and in restoring the 
power of the landlords and capitalists in the USSR." 


That the generals actually were involved in the conspiracy to overthrow 
the Soviet government, that they did plan a coup d’état, that they did com- 
mit wrecking acts, was made amply clear by the evidence of the various of 
the accused at the third Moscow trial. 


Rykov gave the following account of the plan of the generals for a coup 
d’état: 


"I remember that once, in my presence, Bukharin formulated the idea of 
opening the front ... the eastence of a military group, headed by Tukhachevsky, 
which was connected with our centre and which aimed at taking advantage of 
a war to overthrow the government. This meant prepanng for intervention pure 
and sirnple. Our dealings with the Germans, which we intensified in every 
way, were meant to stimulate in every way an armed attack, inasmuch as tn 
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this sphere the conspiratonal organisation had entered into treasonable rela- 
tions with then." (Trial of Bloc of Rights and Trotskyites, p. 186). 

The initial plan of the conspirators seems to have been to stage a coup 
d’état in the event of a military attack on the Soviet Union, to take advant- 
age of such an attack to overthrow the Soviet government. But this plan had 
to be reviewed in the light of the fact that by the end of 1936 more and more 
Rights ana Trotskyites were being discovered and their whole organisation 
was on the verge of collapse and disintegration. It was in these circumstan- 
ces of increasing insecunity for the still-at-large renegades that the develop- 
meat of the conception of a peacetime coup d’état took place. The details 
of such a planned coup d’état were given by Rosengoltz at his trial: 


"The point I stopped at was the conference we had with Tukhachevsky. It 
took place at the end of March (1937) ... At this conference Tukhachevsky 
stated that he counted definitively on the possibility of a coup and mentioned 
the date. He believed that by May 15, in the first half of May, he would suc- 
ceed in carrying out this military coup ... Tukhachevsky had a number of vari- 
ants. One of them, the one on which he counted most, was the possibility for a 
group of military men, his adherents, gathering in his apartment on some pre- 
text or other, making their way into the Kremlin, seizing the Kremlin telephone 
exchange, and lalling the leaders of the Party and the government" (Trial of 
Anti-Soviet Bloc of Rights and Trotskyites, pp. 252-3). 

Krestinsky, a co-accused of Rosengoltz, also admitted to having taken 
part in the conference with Tukhachevsky, referred to above by Rosengoltz. 
Krestinsky added: ' 

"We discussed the necessity of terrorist acts against the leaders of the Party 
and the Soviet government ... we had in mind Stalin, Molotov and Kagano- 
vich.” (ibid., p. 254). 

Bukharin’s testimony also confirms the emstence of two plans - a plan 
for a peacetime coup d’état, and another for a coup d’état in time of war - 
for a coup d’état to overthrow the Soviet government. Said Bukharin: 

"When I asked Tomsky how he conceived the mechanism of the coup he 
said this was the business of the military organisation, which was to open the 
front." 

Vyshinsky: "Permit me to read Bukharin’s testimony, Volume 5 pages 95-6: 
"Tomsky told me that two vanants were discussed: the case where the new government 
would be formed in time of peace’, and this meant that the conspirators would or- 
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ganise a new government in time of peace, and ‘the casc where it would be or- 
ganised in time of war, in the latter case the Germans were demanding big economic con- 
cessions,’ concessions of which I have already spoken, ‘and wese insisting upon 
cessions of territory”. 

In the latter case, that is, in the case of a front being opened to a Ger- 
man attack, Bukharin explained: “It would be expedient to try those guilty of 
the defeat at the front. This will enable us to win over the masses by playing on 
patriotic slogans.” And further: “J had in mind that by this, that is, by the 
conviction of those guilty of the defeat, we would be able at the same tirne to 
rid ourselves of the Bonapartist danger that alarmed me.” (Trial of the Anti- 
Soviet Bloc of Rights and Trotskyites, pp. 432-6). 

This brings me to the question of Bonapartism referred to by Bukharin. 
This Bonapartism is the Bonapartism of the generals - of Tukhachevsky and 
the military group who were to be the decisive force in the counter-revol- 
ulionary action - of whom the Trotskyites were very afraid. This ts indica- 
tive of the conspiratorial atmosphere of cynicism, callousness, selfishness 
and suspicion in which the renegades from the camp of socialism - the Trot- 
skyites and the Rights - lived. They were afraid of their own shadows and 
were frightened by the mere rustling of leaves. Though they found it necess- 
ary to collaborate with each other against the Soviet regime, they also had in 
store plans to tackle each other. Here is what Rosengoltz stated in this con- 
text: 

"Sedov (Trotsky’s son) spoke a lot about the necessity of the maximum, the 
closest possible connections with Tukhachevsky, inasmuch as, in Trotsky’s 
opinion, Tukhachevsky and the military group were to be the decisive force of 
the counter-revotutionary action. During the conversation it was also revealed 
that Trotsky entertained fears regarding Tukhachevsky’s Bonapartst tenden- 
cies. In the course of one conversation Sedov said that Trotsky in this respect 
even expressed the fear that if Tukhachevsky successfully accomplished a mili- 
tary coup, it was possible that he would not allow Trotsky into Moscow ... Trot- 
sky therefore proposed that during the coup d’état we should everywhere place 
our own people, people who would be faithful to Trotskyism and who could be 
relied upon as regards vigilance.” (Trial of Ant-Soviet Bloc of Rights and Trot- 
skyites, p. 2A45- 246). 

Such then were the crimes committed by the Trotskyites, Zinovievites 
and Rights in their struggle against Soviet power and for the restoration of 
capitalism in the USSR. In view of these crimes committed by this rabid 
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and unprincipled band of wreckers, diversionists, spies and assassins acting 
on the instructions of the itelligence services of other countries, is it 
possible for any honest person to doubt, even for a moment, the correctness 
of the following characterisation of these wreckers given by Comrade 
Stalm? Said Comrade Stalin: 


"Two words about wreckers, diversionists, spies, etc. I think it ts clear to 
everybody now that the present-day wreckers and diversionists, no matter what 
disguise they may adopt, either Trotskyite or Bukharinite, have long ceased to 
be a political tend in the labour movement, that they have become trans- 
formed into a gang of professional wreckers, diversionists, spies and assassins, 
without principles and without ideals." “Of course," continued Comrade 
Stalin, “these gentlemen must be ruthlessly smashed and uprooted as the 
enemies of the worlang class, as betrayers of our country. This is clear and re- 
quires no further explanation." 

No, comrades, it is not at all possible for anyone who is in the least hon- 
est to cast doubt on the validity of the above characterisation of the Trot- 
skyites. 

In view of the fact that these crimes were committed by the Trotskyites 
and Rights from high official positions and that these crimes were com- 
mitted amidst colossal socialist construction, is it surprising that the accused 
"suffered from a peculiar duality of mind” and "a most unhappy mind"? 
Bukharin, in his last plea, dealt with the process of degeneration of the 
Rights and Trotskyites and the "most unhappy mind” that this degeneration 
had produced in the case of each of the accused. Here is what Bukharin 
said: 

"I have already said when giving my main testimony during the tial, that it 
was the naked logic of the struggle that drove us, the counter-revolutionary con- 
spirators, into this stinking underground life, which has been exposed at this 
trial in all its starkness. This naked logic of the struggle was accompanied by a 
degeneration of ideas, a degeneration of psychology, a degeneration of our- 
selves, a degeneration of people. There are well-known historical examples of 
such degeneration. One need only mention Briand, Mussolini and others. 
And we too degenerated, and this brought us into a camp which tn its views 
and features was very much akin to a kulak praetonan fascism. As this pro- 
cess advanced all the ume very rapidly under the conditions of a developing 
class struggle, this struggle, its speed, its eastence, acted as the accelerator, as 
the catalytic agent, of the process which was expressed in the acceleration of 
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the process of degeneration. 

“But this process of degeneration of people, including myself, took place in 
absolutely different conditions from those in which the process of degeneration 
of the international labour leaders in Western Europe took place. It took place 
amidst colossal socialist construction, with its unmense scope, tasks, victories, 
difficulties, heroism ... 

"And on this basis, it seers to me probable that every one of us sitting here 
in the dock suffered from a peculiar duality of mind, an incomplete faith in his 
counter-revolutionary cause. I will not say that the consciousness of this was 
absent, but it was incomplete. Hence a certain semi-paralysis of the will, a re- 
tardation of the reflexes. It seems to me that we are to a certain extent people 
with retarded reflexes. And this was due not to the absence of consistent 
thought, but to the objective grandeur of socialist construction. The contradic- 
tion that arose between the acceleration of our degeneration and these retarded 
reflexes expressed the position of @ counter-revolutionary, or a developing 
counter-revolutionary, under the conditions of developing socialist construc- 
tion. A dual psychology arose. Each one of us can discern this in his own 
soul, although I will not engage in far-reaching psychological analysis. 

"Even I was sometimes carned away by the eulogies I wrote of socialist 
construction, although on the morrow I repudiated this by practical actions of 
a criminal character. There arose what in Hegel's philosophy is called a most 
unhappy mind. This unhappy mind differed from the ordinary unhappy mind 
only by the fact that it was also a criminal mind." 

Now, comrades, the question: why did Trotskyism degenerate to the 
point of being an advanced detachment of fascism? This question must be 
answered. Some indications concerning the answer to this question have al- 
ready been given. Comrade Lenin has already been quoted in this context, 
and this penetrating observation of his will now be repeated: 

"Verily it may be said," said Comrade Lenin, "that a small mistake persist- 
ed in, learnedly demonstrated and 'carned to its logical conclusion’, will grow 
into a monstrosity.“ 

This is what happened in the case of Trotsky. He started with an erro- 
neous analysis as to the role of the peasantry in the Russian revolution. This 
was "a small mistake", which if corrected might not have led to Trotsky’s de- 
generation. Instead of rectifying his "srnall mistake", however, Trotsky "per- 
sisted in" it, “leamedly demonstrated” it and carried it “to its logical 
conclusion". The result was that Trotsky’s "small mistake” not only grew into 


284 TROTSKYISM OR LENINISM? Part Il 


a "monstrosity", but also into a cme. Tr s theory of ’permanent revol- 
ution’, with its underestimation of the role of the peasantry, is the cause of 
Trotsky’s degeneration. It is the starting point of the road that led to al- 
liance with fascism. Having failed to correct his erroneous ’theory’, Trotsky 
started on the long road of opposition to Bolshevism. He joined the Bol- 
shevik Party only a few months before the revolution. After the revolution 
he carried on with his anti-Party and factional activities in relation to such 
issues as Brest-Litovsk, the trade unions, etc. Guided by this theory of ’per- 
manent revolution’, Trotsky opposed the building of socialism in the USSR. 
As his line suffered defeat after defeat in the Party, as he got more and 
more isolated from the rank and file of the Party and the working class of 
the USSR, he passed on to conspiratorial methods and connections with 
fascist and imperialist states. This is how Trotskyism degenerated. The 
whole history of the struggle of Trotskyism against Bolshevism and Lenin- 
ism was nothing but a preparatory school for the transformation of Trot- 
skyism from the erroncous political trend, that it once was, in the labour 
movement, into a “gang of professional wreckers, diversionists, spies and as- 
sassins, without principles and without ideals.” 

The accused Rakovsky, who was a very close personal friend of Trot- 
sky’s, raised the following question during his last plea: 

"And the question which anses and to which I, as one of those involved, 
feel the necessity to find an answer, is the question as to how former members 
of the government, former ambassadors, have ended up here. What form of 
political insanity brought them to this dock of political infamy?" 

Having correctly rejected "the tite and shallow bourgeois explanation, ac- 
cording to which all revolutions finish by devounng their own children," 
Rakovsky goes on to give the following explanation: 

" ... We [the Trotskyites} were what is known as an alien body in the living 
Party organism. Trotsky joined the Bolshevik Party only a few months before 
the October Revolution, his ideology took shape in the fight against Bolshev- 
ism. I joined the Party at the end of 1917, after | had belonged for more than a 
quarter of a century to the Second International, which developed under entire- 
ly specific conditions, under conditions of peaceful development of capitalism, 
and, although I belonged to its Left wing, I was permeated by its opportunism. 
If you trace back the history of other Trotskyites, if I take Radek, Pyatakov, 
Preobrazhensky as examples, you will find that both before the October Revol- 
ution and after the October Revolution every one of them was guilty of a num- 
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ber of serious deviations." 

This is absolutely correct, comrades. Time does not permit me to go 
into the history of cach of the accused; however, if you trace back their his- 
tory you will find that they ended up im the dock precisely because of "a 
number of serious deviations," because they failed to correct their “small mis- 
takes" but on the contrary “persisted” in them and carried them to their logi- 
cal conclusion. This is the only scientific explanation. 

In this context a few lines from the last plea of Serebryakov at the second 
trial seem particularly appropriate: 

"It is painful to realise that I, who entered the revolutionary movement in 
my early years and was an honest and devoted Party member for two decades, 
ended by becoming an enemy of the people and finding myself here in the 
dock. But I realise that it happened because, having once committed a politi- 
cal error, | subsequently persisted in ut, | aggravated this error, which, by the 
inevitable logic of fate, developed into most grievous crimes." 


Forces supporting Trotskyism 


Again, ceuirades, the question must be asked: what were the social 
forces, internally and externally, that supported the Trotskyites, Zinovievites 
and Rights, all of whom believed it was impossible to build socialism im the 
USSR? What section of the Soviet population supported these groups who 
opposed the Party's policy of socialist construction in the USSR? The 
answer is clear, comrades. Only those sections who did not desire the build- 
ing of socialism supported the various anti-Party groups. These elements, 
hostile to socialist construction, can be listed to include the following: the 
bourgeois specialist, the urban merchant and shopkeeper, the kulak, the 
bourgeois nationalist, the ex-Tsarist bureaucrat, the politically degenerate 
sections of the army, and, of course, the Mensheviks and Socialist- Revol- 
utionaries. 

To these internal forces hostile to socialism must be added the external 
force, the world imperialist bourgeoisie which was always hatching plots to 
exterminate the Soviet system and restore capitalism in the USSR. 


"We must remember," said Lenin once, “that we are at all times a hair's 
breadth from invasion." (Collected Works, Vol. 27 p. 117). 

And again: "We are surrounded by the world bourgeoisie, which watches 
every minute of vacillation in order to bring back ‘its own’, to reinstate the 
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landlords and the bourgeoisie.” (Collected Works, Vol 26 p. 348). 


Both the internal and external encmies of socialist construction acted in 
concert with, and not in isolation from, one another. Reminding the Soviet 
people of the dangers of capitalist cncirclement, Stalin said that: 

"The resistance of the dying classes in our country does not take place in 
isolation from the outside world, but finds support from the capitalist encircle- 
ment” (Problerns of Leninismn, p.386). 

The Shakhty trial in 1928, the "Industrial Party’ case in 1931, the trial of 
the British engincers Thornton, Macdonald and others in 1933 and finally 
the Moscow trials provide living proof of the truths contained in these quo- 
tations of Comrades Lenin and Stalin. All these trials showed how the in- 
ternal and external enemies of socialism acted, and always will act, m 
concert with each other. They showed also that the enemies of socialism 
will never depart peacefully and quietly from the historical stage, that they 
will never quietly and peacefully ’grow into socialism’, that they will resist 
and fight to the last, using all kinds of methods and subterfuges, peaceful as 
well as violent. 

The various enemies of socialism listed above hoped during the years of 
open Trotskyite struggle against the Party, from 1923 to 1927, for a Trot- 
skyite victory. They therefore lay quiet. They knew that a Trotskyite victory 
would lead to the restoration of capitalism, for the Trotskyites were op- 
posed to the Party’s policy of constructing socialism in the USSR. The ku- 
laks, the merchants, the bourgeois specialists, the Mensheviks, and, of 
course, world impenalism, etc., were also opposed to the policy of socialist 
construction. So objectively there was no difference between the Trotskyist 
opposition, on the onc hand, and the kulaks, the merchants and world im- 
perialism, on the other. Insofar as they were all opposed to the building of 
socialism in the USSR, an objective basis existed for unity and cooperation 
between them. That this unity and cooperation actually took place was 
shown incontrovertibly by the Moscow tnals. 

But the hopes of all those who wanted to restore capitalism in the USSR 
were dashed completely with the defeat of the Trotskyite opposition. The 
counter-revolutionaries who had hitherto pinned their hopes on a Trot- 
skyite victory were stirred into activity by the defeat of the Trotskyites. An 
additional factor that caused the counter-revolutionaries to increase their 
resistance was that by 1927 it was clear that the NEP was not leading to 
capitalism as they had hoped. It became clear by 1927 that socialism was 
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being built in the USSR. So the rcactionaries increased their resistance: 
bourgeois experts resorted to systematic sabotage but were discovered and 
exposed at the Shakhty tial in 1928. Another group of bourgeois experts 
which operated under the signboard of the Industrial Party’ indulged in 
sabotage, wrecking and diversion. It cstablished relations with Russian 
capitalist circles abroad and prepared for forcign intervention. The leader 
of this group, Professor Ramzm, had this to say at his trial: 

"“Approamiately beginning with 1927, with the ransition to the definite rec- 
onstruction of national economy, a sharp change in the sentiments of both en- 
gineering and While emigrant groups took place. The socialist offensive and 
the beginning of reconstruction furnished an unmediate cause and base for ac- 
uve combat." (Wreckers on Trial, 1931, p.7). 

The Mensheviks began to be more active and improved their conncc- 
tons with the Russian right-wing organisations abroad and with the Labour 
and Socialist International. In them programme of 1924, the Mensheviks 
had declared: 

"The conditions of production in Russia are being re-shaped more and 
more on a capitalist basis by the course of objective development, and that in 
consequence of Bolshevik economics, both Russian and foreign capital will 
inevitably reconquer one position after another." 

Mensheviks also, like the Trotskyites, insisted that socialism could not be 
built in the USSR. They saw in the launching of the first five-year plan 
nothing but an adventure which, in their view, would result in economic 
chaos, thus paving the way for the restoration and development of capzital- 
ism. In 1928 the Mensheviks strengthened their illegal organisation, bring- 
ing it together in an all-union bureau. This burcau, which had Icading 
members on the State Planning Commission and in the State Bank, started 
in these institutions a policy of sabotage and prepared for coming to power 
through foreign intervention. At the trial of the Mensheviks, Petuni, a wit- 
ness and a member of the Board of Directors of Centrosoyuz (the central 
organisation of Russian co-operatives) had this to say: 

"I remember very well the content of the instructions of the foreign CC of 
the RSDLP (Russian Social Democratic Labour Party - the Menshevik organi- 
sation) concerning the differences in the Communist Party of the Soviet Union. 
These instructions were contained in a letter of which I received a copy through 
Gromann in the summer of 1929. This letter, which was signed by Dan and 
Abramovitch, contained an estimate of the Right-Wing deviation in the CPSU 
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(Communist Party of the Soviet Union). The letter pointed out, as the result of 
their struggle against the CC of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, the 
Trotskyists had arrived at the position of Social Democracy, and that on the 
basis of this example, and as a result of the logic of the struggle, it must be as- 
sumed that the Right-Wingers would arrive at the same position during the 
course of the struggle. The more bitter the struggle, the more clear will this be 
seen, according to this letter. Therefore, otl must be poured on the fire in order 
that the flare of the struggle should burn more fiercely." 

These then were the internal forces opposed to the policy of building so- 
cialism in the USSR. When the Trotskyites passed over from the policy of 
opposition to the Party to the methods of terrorism, sabotage, diversion, 
wrecking and treason, it regarded these forces as its closest allies. At the 
trial of the Anti- Soviet bloc of Rights and Trotskyites both Bukhann and 
Chernov gave details of the close contacts that theu bloc maintained with 
émigré Menshevik and Socialist-Revolutionary organisations in order to ob- 
tain the cooperation of the latter with the bloc inside the USSR. 

At the tnal of the Anti-Soviet Trotskyite centre, too, we have the testi- 
moay of Loginov, which shows who were real allies of Trotskyism and re- 
veals the sections of the population that supported Trotskyism: 

"Pyatakov pointed out," declared Loginov, one of the witnesses in the 
Pyatakov-Radek trial, "that in the struggle against the Soviet State we must not 
rely on our internal forces alone, that these forces would hardly be sufficient. I 
remember that this was how Pyatakov put it, pointing out that this was just 
how Trotsky thought, that we could not, that it was unpossible to rely on the 
workers and proletarian masses within the country, that we ought, therefore, to 
try to enlist large numbers of engineers in our work. I pointed out at that time 
that we would hardly be able to attract the younger generation who had been 
brought up under the Soviet power, main attention must be devoted, not to the 
young engineers but to the older ones, especially those who had taken part in 
the struggle against the Soviet Power in the 1930-1 period” (Trial of Anti-Soviet 
Trotskyite Centre, January 1937, p.180-1). 

As regards the external forces supporting Trotskyism in its struggle 
against the Party’s policy of socialist construction, the second and third 
trials fully revealed that these forces were none other than fascism and im- 
perialism. These trials revealed the alliance between Trotskyism and fas- 
cism; they revealed the absolute similarity and indistinguishability between 
the Trotskyites and agents of the intelligence services of foreign states. 
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Forces supporting the Soviet government and the CPSU(B) 


What sections of the population supported the Sovict government and 
the CPSU(B) with Stalin at its head? It was the working class and the broad 
masses of toilers, bent upon building socialism in the USSR who, with ar- 
dent fervour and devotion, supported the correct Mamust-Lenunist policy of 
the Party. It was the working class of the Soviet Union that delivered the 
sharpest blows at the Trotskyites; it was in the largest enterprises of Mos- 
cow, Leningrad and the Don Basin that the Trotskyites suffered their most 
crippling and humiliating defeats in the Party debate of 1925-27. In the 
Party only 4,000 people voted for the line of the Trotskyite opposition, 
whereas 724,000 people voted for the line of the Party. This does not, how- 
ever, prevent the Trotskyites today, any more than it prevented Trotsky in 
his day, from presenting Trotsky as the leader of the workers against the 
‘bureaucracy. The only trouble is that the workers in the Soviet Union 
(and Russia prior to the formation of the Soviet Union) have always refused 
to recognise Trotsky as their leader. Pror to the October Revolution Trot- 
sky was the leader’ of a small group, pretending to stand between the Bol- 
sheviks and the Mensheviks, but as a,matter of fact supporting the 
Mensheviks. And when after the October Revolution, particularly from 
1923 onwards, Trotsky flung himself into oppositionist activity against the 
Party, he never was able to get the support of the working class. In view of 
this, and in view of all that has been said, it may be said, in the words of J.R. 
Campbell, that "Trotskyism is not a struggle of socialism against bureaucracy; 
it is a struggle of the bureaucratic degenerates (representing the forces of capi- 
talist restoration ...) against the ... drive to socialism."(Soviet Policy and tts 
Critics) 


The kind of government the Trotskyites intended to establish. 


If the Trotskyites had come to power, what kind of government would 
they have established? The only answer is: a government of capitalist resto- 
ration. Speaking of Trotsky’s letter of December 1935, the existence of 
which was confirmed by Pyatakov and Serebryakov, this is what Radek had 
to say: 

“In the sphere of politics, a new note in this letter was the way it posed the 
question of power. In this letter Trotsky said: There can be no talk of any kind of 
democracy. The working class has lived through 18 years of revolution, and it has vast appe- 
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ttes, and ths working class will beve to be sent beck to privately-cened factones and partly to state-cwned factories 
which will have to compete with foreign capital under most difficult conditions. That means 
that the living standard of the working class will be drastically lowered. In the countryside 
the struggie of the poor and middie peasants against the kulaks will be renewed. And then, 
in order to hold power, we shall need a strong government, irrespective of what forms are 
employed to veil it." (Trial of the Anti-Soviet Trotskyite Centre, p. 114). 

Such then is the real nature of Trotskyism, comrades. Such is the nature 
of Trotskyism without its left uniform. Such is the essence of the theory of 
*permancat revolution’. The logical end of Trotskytsm, according to which 
socialism cannot be built in a single country and which relies on all the 
forces hostile to the building of socialism is ... the restoration of capitalist 
relations of production in the economic sphere and the restoration of 
’strong government’, namely the fascist form of bourgeois government, in 
the political sphere. 


The historical significance of the trials 


Finally in this chapter, comrades, the question will be asked: what 1s the 
historical significance of these trials? The historical significance of these 
trials consists, first and foremost, in the fact that these trials established with 
exceptional scrupulousness and exactitude that the Trotskyites, Zinovievites 
and Rights were nothing other than a gang of murderers, spies, diversionists 
and wreckers, without any principles or ideals; that they were a gang of con- 
spirators engaged in the overthrow of the Soviet socialist system in order to 
restore capitalism. I would like to conclude this section by citing a few 
paragraphs from Comrade Vyshinsky’s concluding speech at the third Mos- 
cow trial on the historical significance of the third tnal. I hardly need to 
emphasise that, though spoken in regard to the third trial, these remarks of 
Comrade Vyshinsky’s are equally applicable to all the Moscow trials. Here 
is what Comrade Vyshinsky said of the historical significance of the tnal of 
the Anti-Soviet bloc of Rights and Trotskyites: 

"The historical significance of this trial lies first and foremost in the fact 
that it has completely exposed the bandit character of the bloc of Rights and 
Trotskyites’, its ideological sterility, exposed the fact that the bloc - all these 
Rights, Trotskyites, Mensheviks, Socialist-Revolutionanes, bourgeois nationa- 
lists, etc., etc., - are all hired agents of the fascist intelligence services. 

"The ‘bloc of Rights and Trotskyites’ is no political grouping, it is a gang of 
spies, of agents of foreign intelligence services. 
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"This has been proved fully and incontestably. Herein lies the enormous 
social, political and historical significance of the present trial. 


"The ‘bloc of Rights and Trotskyites’ new in the dock - as the tial has 
shown with the utmost clarity - is only an advance detachment of international 
fascism, is a pack of hangmen and surreptitious murderers, with whose aid fas- 
cism ts operating in various countries, primarily in Spain and in China. 

"That is why the exposure of the ‘bloc of Rights and Trotskyites’ as a gang 
of sptes is of enormous inportance not only for our Socialist revolution, but 
also for the whole international proletariat. It is of enormous unportance for 
the cause of peace throughout the world. It is of enormous unportance for the 
whole of human culture, for the fight for real dernocracy and the freedom of 
nations, for the struggle against all and sundry warmongers, against all interna- 
tional provocations and provocateurs. 

"That is why this trial is being followed with bated breath by the working 
people throughout the world, and particularly in those countries where the 
people are engaged in a heroic struggle for their freedom, against fascist ty- 
ranny. 

"Under the leadership of Trotsky, under the leadership of the German, 
Japanese, Polish and other intelligence services, the Bukharins and Rykovs, 
Yagodas and Bulanovs, Krestinskys and Rosengoltzes, Ikramovs, Khodjayevs 
and Sharangoviches do their dark deeds by order of their masters not only in 
our country, but in Spain, in China, and wherever the class struggle of the 
working people is going on, wherever honest people are fighting for genuine 
freedom, for genuine dernocracy, for genuine hurnan culture. 

“The Bukharins and Rykovs, Yagodas and Bulanovs, Krestinskys and 
Rosengoltzes, Ikramovs, Sharangoviches, Khodjayevs and others are the very 
same as the Fifth Colurnn, the POUM, the Ku Klux Klan. They are one of the 
detachments of the fascist provocateurs and incendiaries of war operating on 
the international arena. 

"The srnashing of this detachment is a great service to the cause of peace, 
the cause of democracy, the cause of genuine human culture.” (The Trial of 
the Anu-Soviet Bloc of Rights and Trotskyites, pp. 628-9). 

Nothing better, in my view, could be said as to the historical significance 
of the trials. 


The exposure of Trotskyism “is of enormous importance ... for the whole 
of the international proletariat". This is a task, comrades, we must undertake 
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and fulfil in order to be worthy disciples of Lenin and Stalin, to be real Mar- 
xist-Leninists; this is a behest we must fulfil, for if we do not it will be im- 
possible in the concrete conditions of Britain to wrest the British proletariat 
away from the social-democratic influence of Trotskyism and to build a 
truly proletarian movement for the revolutionary overthrow of capitalism. It 
is for this reason, then, that we have gone into the question of the Moscow 
trials. 

Now, comrades, I come to the last part of what I have to say, namely, to 
comment on the bourgeois cntiasms of the Moscow trials and to refute 
these criticisms. In view of the fact that hardly a day goes by without various 
bourgeois intellectuals and paid as well as unpaid agents of the bourgeoisie 
coming out with distortions in connection with these tals, it must be ad- 
mitted that it is necessary to deal with these distortions. All Trotskyite criti- 
cisms of the trials will, of course, be dealt with as bourgeois criticisms, for 
the Trotskyites are nothing but agents of the bourgeoisie in the working- 
class movement. 


Chapter 12 


BOURGEOIS CRITICISMS OF THE 
MOSCOW TRIALS AND 
REFUTATION OF THESE 
CRITICISMS. 


ro the time of the October Revolution - because of the October Revol- 
ution - Soviet Russia became the principal target of attack by the world 
bourgeoisie and its ideological representatives, the ‘learned’ professors and 
bourgeois intelligentsia, the hirelings of the bourgeoisie. These were the 
pcople who had hitherto completely devoted themselves to ’refuting’ Mar- 
xasm and had ’annihilated’ Marmsm hundreds of times. The world bour- 
geoisie and its ideologues represented Soviet Russia as an aggressor just 
when she was on the receiving end of the intervention and aggression of 14 
imperialist and bourgeois countries who were armed to the tecth and all out 
to stifle the Revolution. The world bourgeoisie and its ideologues repre- 
scnted the leaders of Soviet Russia - Lenin, Stalin and others - as trigger- 
happy and blood-thirsty murderers. They represented Soviet Russia as a 
big forced-labour camp precisely at a time when the USSR was the only 
country which had eliminated unemployment - a time when in the capitalist 
world the working class in their millions were suffering unemployment, pov- 
erty, misery, degradation and starvation.. The world bourgeoisie never 
ceased its campaign of lies and slander against the Soviet Union. It never 
missed a single opportunity to mobilise public opinion against the Soviet 
Union. Its aim was first to keep the workers of the capitalist countnies ig- 
norant of the gains of socialism in the USSR in order to thwart the develop- 
ment of a proletarian revolutionary movement aimed at the overthrow of 
capitalism and the establishment of socialism, and second to prepare for an- 
other intervention against the Soviet Union. In other words, the campaign 
of the imperialist bourgeoisie was aimed first at containment and then at the 
final destruction of socialism, its aim was to prevent the Russian Revolution 
from spilling over into other countries, as well as to destroy the Soviet Rev- 
olution itself. With these aims in mind, the imperialist bourgeoisie or- 
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ganised all kinds of sabotage and espionage against the USSR, while pre- 
paring public opinion against the Soviet system. 

It is not surprising, therefore, that the world bourgeoisie should have 
come out as the foremost vilifier of Soviet revolutionary justice. In these cir- 
cumstances the Moscow trials were a heaven-sent opportunity for the um- 
perialists and the bourgeois intelligentsia, Trotskyites included, to exploit to 
the utmost the fertility of their imagination for the purpose of misrepresent- 
ing these trials. They turned them into a Hollywood melodrama, so much 
so that anyone who has read the verbatim reports of these tnals could not 
but begin to wonder, should he read the bourgeois version of the trials, if he 
is reading about the same ones. The bourgeois version has no connection 
whatsoever with the real Moscow trials, so for this reason the bourgeoss 
criticisms of the trials are not scientific criticisms, but the criticisms of a 
dying and decadent class and its ideological flunkeys who are paid inflated 
salaries for doing this dirty work in defence of the tottering and moribund 
imperialist bourgeois class rule. These criticisms are, in other words, the 
product of the self-interest of the bourgeoisie. It is nevertheless necessary 
to deal with them, for they exercise such a hold over the minds not only of 
our ’educated’ youth, but also of the working people. I shall, therefore, 
raise each criticism, answer it and then go on to the next one. 


Criticism number one 


If there was such a large-scale conspiracy, ask our bourgeois critics, why 
were the conspirators’ ‘achievements’ so meagre and insignificant, espe- 
cially in view of the fact that some of the accused occupied extremely im- 
portant positions in the Soviet government and economy? 


The answer is: firstly, the lack of success on the part of the conspirators 
can never constitute a justification for the conclusion that there was no con- 
spiracy. Secondly, the ’achievements’ of the various accused at the Moscow 
trials were by no means meagre and insignificant. Kirov was murdered by 
them; they were also responsible for the deaths of Gorky, Peshkov, Kui- 
byshev and Menzhinsky. Then there were attempts on the lives of other 
prominent Bolshevik leaders such as Molotov and others, as we have seen 
above - attempts which nearly succeeded. Add to this the most important 
‘achievements’ of the accused - wrecking, sabotage and diversion as prac- 
tised by them in Soviet industry and agriculture, which resulted in the 
deaths of many innocent people and the loss of grain (which was spoilt), 
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valuable machinery, plant and bridges (which were blown up), the loss of 
trains (in consequence of pre-arranged ’accidents’), the weakening of indus- 
try, particularly the defence industry, and so on and so forth, and it will be 
seen that the conspirators’ ’achievements’ were not meagre’ at all. 


Criticism number two 


It is asserted by the bourgeois critics that there was no deliberate wreck- 
ing, that the charges of wrecking, diversion, sabotage, etc. against the vari- 
ous accused were false. For example, the Dewey Commission set up by the 
American Committee for the Defence of Leon Trotsky stated at the time: 

"The Commission finds from the evidence in ifs possession that the wrecks, 
delays, and dammages charged against the accused in the Moscow tals are ex- 
plicable in terms of haste, inefficiency and over-reaching, and that the charges 
of sabotage, wrecking and diversion as far as they concern Leon Trotsky, stand 
not proved and not credible." 

That the sabotage was a reality, that the accused organised and directed 
the carrying out of acts of sabotage, etc., is clear not only from the admis- 
sions of the accused and the evidence presented at the Moscow trials (some 
of which has been reproduced above) but is also corroborated by facts 
presented to us by some foreign experts who were involved in the work of 
mdustrial construction in the Soviet Union as engineers, etc. One such ex- 
pert was Mr John D Littlepage, an American mining engineer, who was em- 
ployed as an expert in the gold and copper mining industries of the USSR 
from 1927 till 1937. In December 1937 the Saturday Evening Post carried 
three articles by Mr Littlepage in which, dealing with the subject of wreck- 
ing, Mr Littlepage had this to say: 

"During the period while I was detached ternporarily from the Gold Trust 
and assigned to work in the copper mines, | had an opportunity to observe at 
first hand the actions of Yuri Pyatakov, the vice-commissar executed in 1937, 
after he had confessed to the leadership of a wrecking ring. I went to Berlin in 
the spring of 1931 with a large purchasing commission headed by Pyatakov; 
my job was to offer technical advice on purchases of mining machinery. Some 
things happened on that occasion which I never understood until I read Pyata- 
kov’s testumony at his trial in 1937. 

"Among other things, the commission in Berlin was buying several dozen 
mine hotsts, ranging from 100 to 1,000 horse-power. Ordinarily these hoists 
consist of drums, shafting, bearing, gears, and so on, placed on a foundation 
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of | or H beams. The commission asked for quotations on the basis of pfen- 
nigs per lalogram. When I studied these proposals, I discovered that the firms 
had substituted cast-iron bases weighing several tons for the light steel provided 
in the specifications, which would reduce the cost of production per kilogram, 
but increase the weight, and therefore the cost to the purchaser. 


“Naturally, I was pleased to make this discovery, and reported to the mem- 
bers of the commission with a sense of tuumph. But these men were distinctly 
lukewarm; they even brought considerable pressure on me to persuade me to 
approve the deal. I couldn't figure out their attitude. I finally told the com- 
misston members flatly that they would have to make such purchases on their 
own responsibility, and that I would see that my own contrary advice got on the 
record. Only then did they drop the proposal. 

"At the time I attributed their attitude to obstinate stupidity, or perhaps 
some personal graft. But this incident was fully explained by Pyatakov’s sub- 
sequent confession. The matter was so arranged that Pyatakov could have 
gone back to Moscow and showed that he had been very successful in reducing 
prices, but at the same time would have paid out money for a lot of worthless 
cast tron and enabled the Germans to give him very substantial rebates. Ac- 
cording to his own statement, he got away with the same trick on some other 
mines, although I blocked this one." 


Regarding the statc of affairs prevalent in the zinc and copper mines in 
the Urals, Mr Littlepage had this to say: 


"The Communist chairman of the whole Urals region, a man named Kaba- 
kov, was officially responsible for this procedure. Kabakov held this job for 
about 15 years, and had so much power that he was dubbed the ’Bolshevik 
Viceroy of the Urals’. For some reason which I have never understood he re- 
tained the complete confidence of the Kremlin and was always forgiven any 
mistake. Judged dispassionately his record was bad. 


"Under his long rule, the Ural region, which has almost unlimited mineral 
riches and was given vast capital sums for exploitation, never did produce any- 
thing near what it should have done. I positively refused to work in the terntory 
controlled by this man in 1932; five years later, in 1937, he was arrested on 
charges of industrial sabotage covering a period of nine years. When I heard of 
hts arrest, [ was not surpnsed. 

"Towards the end of 1932 I was given an assignment which has completely 


convinced me that organised wrecking easted on a large scale in Russia. I was 
sent to rehabilitate Russia's greatest lead-zinc mines, a former British conces- 
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sion in Southern Kazakstan. I had been warned that conditions were pretty 
bad, but wasn’t prepared for anything quite so bad as I found. These mines 
are among the best lead-zinc mines in the world, and, in addition, the ore car- 
ries an unusually large arnount of gold. 

“The methods which had been used in these mines were enough to break 
the heart of a mining engineer. They had resulted in several cave-ins so large 
that production had almost been stopped. The mines lie alongside a river and 
the cave-ins had caused a sudden large increase in the flow of water, which 
had overtaxed the installed purnping equipment, and the mines were in such 
conditions that they were in danger of being lost beyond recovery at any mo- 
ment through flooding. The Government had spent large sums for modem 
American machinery and equipment for these mines, but much of it was al- 
ready useless. For example, a fine large flotation concentrator had been 
erected, but was in terrible shape because the equipment had not been taken 
care of, and the workmen were untrained in the use of American machinery, 

“I went into these mines as chief engineer with the same authority which I 
had been given when I first went to Khalata. I saw at once that immediate ac- 
tion was necessary to save the mines, and decided upon a plan of work. One 
of the chief difficulties here, as I later discovered, had been quarrels between 
two parties at the mines about the proper methods to use. But the local people 
showed immediate confidence in my judgment and gave me excellent co-oper- 
ation. As a result, we managed to get the mines and mill into fairly good shape 
in a few months. 

"Two of the younger Russian engineers at these mines impressed me as par- 
ticularly capable, and I took a great deal of pains to explain to them how 
things had gone wrong and how they had been righted. These engineers were 
seemed to be working honestly. 

"It was clear to me that Communist managers at the mines, ignorant of en- 
gineering problems, had compelled these young fellows to act against their bet- 
ter judgment, in order to obtain some iunmediate increase of production at the 
expense of the future, and even at the risk of losing great bodies of valuable ore. 

“I said to then: "Don't let these Communist managers push you into amny- 
thing like this again. You know what is right, and you must stick to it.’ They 
promised me faithfully that they should do as I advised. | made out an elabor- 
ate set of recommendations and instructions for additional improvements for 


— 


mines and smelters. These instructions amounted to a blueprint detailing the 
proper methods for developing mines and plant for years to come. 

"Well, one of my last jobs in Russia, in 1937, was a hurry cail to return to 
these samme mines. When I looked over that plant, I was ready to leave Russia 
for good. Once more the mines were close to destruction. Thousands of tons 
of rich ove had already been lost beyond recovery, and in a few more weeks, if 

"I discovered that the property had gone along fairly well for two or three 
years after I had reorganised it in 1932. Then a commission came in from 
Pyatakov’s headquarters, as it had in the mines in Khalata. My instructions 
had been thrown into the stove, and a systern of mining introduced throughout 
those mines which was certain to cause the loss of a large part of the ore body 
in a few months. Pillars which we had left for protecting the main working 
shafts had been mined, so that the ground around these shafts was settling. 

"One of the most flagrant examples of deliberate sabotage involved a rather 
elaborate ventilating system which had been ordered for the lead smelter to 
prevent the poisoning of workers. This ventilation systern, which cost a lot of 
money and was necessary to protect the health of the workers in the srnelter, 
had actually been installed in the filter section of the mill, where there were no 
harmful gases or dust of any kind. Any engneer would agree that such action 
could hardly be the result of mere stupidity, however gross. 

"I went through this plant thoroughly, and drew up my report, explaining 
how the written instruction I had left behind me in 1932 had disappeared 
sometime in 1934. When I submitted this report, | was shown the written con- 
Sessions of the young engineers mentioned above. They confessed that they 
had used my writien instructions of 1932 as the basis for deliberately wrecking 
the plant. Their confessions explained just how and when the ‘mistakes’ had 
occurred which I had outlined in my report. They admitted that they had been 
drawn into a conspiracy against the Stalin regime by opposition Communists, 
who convinced them that they were strong enough to overthrow Stalin and his 
associates and seize power for themselves. The conspirators proved to them 
that they had many supporters arnong Communists in high places. They de- 
cided that they had to back one side or the other, and picked the losing side.” 

In view of facts such as the above, all aftcmpts to deny the existence of 
wrecking, sabotage, diversion and terrorism fall flat on their face. 

However, the fact that wrecking, diversion, sabotage and terror took 
place docs not by itself im any way implicate the 54 accused at the three 
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Moscow trials. What umplicates the accused are their own admissions, cor- 
roborated by other evidence. 


Criticism number three 


Bourgcots critics usually assert that the confessions of the accused were 
spurious, that they had been extracted from the accused by the Soviet politi- 
cal police using torture. Some even assert that the accused accepted false 
accusations out of Party loyalty. 


(a) Torture 

That this criticism 1s totally without foundation becomes absolutely clear 
on closer examination. There were 54 accused im all - 16 m the Zimoviev- 
Kamenev trial, 17 in the Pyatakov-Radck tral and 21 in the Bukharin- 
Rykov-Yagoda trial. All of them pleaded guilty to the various charges 
under which they were brought before the court. The crimes with which 
they were charged ranged from diversion, wrecking and sabotage through to 
terror, murder and concluding pacts with forcign imperialist powers m 
order forcibly to overthrow the Soviet regime. If proved, the commission of 
such grave and shameful crimes against the Soviet regime entailed death 
penalties. The only reward that the accused could expect for pleading guilty 
to the crimes they were charged with would have been certain death. It is 
never explained by the bourgeois critics why the accused - no fewer than 54 
of them - admitted to committing crimes thcy allegedly did not commit 
death warrants. It is never explained why all the accused displayed such re- 
markable passion for confessing to the commission of crimes that they m 
fact, according to our critics, ncver had committed. Perhaps all 54 accused 
were suffering from a special mental diseasc, perhaps they were possessed 
with a death wish, ctc? There must be some Freudian ’explanation’ that the 
bourgeois critics would no doubt be able to put forward. We, however, can- 

In our vicw, and facts support this vicw down to the minutest detail, the 
34 accused at the Moscow tnals made confessions because they had in fact 
committed the crimes with which they were charged. There could be no 
question of forcing them to make confessions, of extracting false confessions 
from them by use of torture and suchlike methods. Some of the accused 
had been in the underground revolutionary movement during Tsarist times. 
Others, like Muralov, were well-known for their outstanding physical cour- 


age. Muralov, says Trotsky, "was in the full sense of the word a heroic person- 
ality". Yct it is alleged that the accused made false confessions. These trials 
took place in a large hall packed with foreign journalists. Surely it would 
not have been difficult at all for the accused, in the presence of the intcrna- 
tional press, to denounce these trials as frame- ups, if mdeed they were 
such. It would not have been difficult for them to denounce the rough 
methods used by the OGPU to ecatract false confessions from the accused, 
had such methods in fact been used. Had a singic one of the accused made 
a singic statement denouncing these tnals as ‘Stalinist frame-ups’, and de- 
nouncing the allegedly rough methods used by the investigating authoritics, 
the bourgeois press would have ensured the transmission of such a denunci- 
ation through to cvery singic houschold im the world. Unfortunately for the 
Trotskyites and other bourgeois critics of the trial, however, none of the ac- 
cused - not a singje one of the 54 - said anything, cither against the trials or 
against the methods of interrogation employed by the cxamining authority. 
On the contrary, they not only admitted their guilt, but also gave political 
and, in some cases (Bukharin for example), philosophical explanations of 
their crimes, as has becn seen above. 

To refute the allegation of the apphcation of torture to extract false con- 
fessions from the accused, nothing better is available than the evidence of 
Muralov who, according to Trotsky, “was in the full sense of the word a her- 
Oic personality” and who, therefore, would not have broken down im the face 
of torture, who would not have owned up to crimes of which he was guilt- 
less. Here is what Muralov said on the question of torture: 

Vyshinsky: “] an interested in knowing why you decided to give truthful tes- 
timony. Exarnining the record of preliminary investigation, I see that at a num- 
ber of interrogations you denied any part in underground work. Is that so?” 

Muralov: "Yes. Up to December 5. Eight months." 


Vyshinsky: "Why, then, in the end did you decide to give, and did give, 
truthful testimony? Explain the motives that led you to the decision to lay 
everything on the table - if you have laid everything on the tabie." 

Muralov: ‘] think there were three reasons which held me back and in- 
duced me to deny everything, One reason is political, and profoundly serious; 
two of an exclusively personal character. I shall begin with the least unportant, 
with my character. I arm very hot-tempered and resentful. That is the first rea- 
son. When I was arrested, I becarne embittered with resentment." 


/ 
Vyshmsky: "Were you badly treated?” 
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Muralov: "] was deprived of my liberty.” 

Vyshinsky: “But perhaps rough methods were used against you?” 

Muralov: "No. No such methods were used. I must say that in Novosibirsk 
and here I was treated politely and no cause for resentment was given. I was 
treated very decently and politely.” (Trial of the Anti-Soviet Trotskyite Centre, 
pp. 231-2). 

As a matter of fact the allegation of torture was so untenable that even a 
group of French Trotskyites, headed by André Ferrat, while putting forward 
a still more absurd explanation’ (that of Party duty, of which more anon), at 
the time rejected torture as an explanation. In a pamphlet entitled Why Did 
They Confess? published by the Que Faire group, we find the following 
lines: 

“The accused declare that they have not been subjected to any torture; 
nothing permits us to affirm the contrary. On the one hand it is unprobable 
that torture could break men of the temper of Pyatakov, Radek, Muralov ..." 

It must, however, be noted that the Moscow trials were not the first trials 
in connection with which allegations of the accused having been subjected 
to torture were made. Similar allegations were made at the time of the trial 
of the Metro- Vickers engineers in 1933. Quite a few of the British engin- 
eers had pleaded guilty to the charges. At the time the Bntish press de- 
clared, without a shred of evidence, that these confessions were extracted 
from the accused by subjecting them to torture. In open court two of the 
engineers concerned, Monkhouse and Thornton, withdrew their confessions 
and pleaded Not Guilty, while Macdonald, another engincer, pleaded 
Guilty first, then withdrew his plea of Guilty only to confirm it again later. 
The questioning of these gentlemen in open court by the public prosecutor, 
Vyshinsky, is so relevant for refuting the bourgeois slanders against Soviet 
revolutionary justice in gencral and the allegations of torture in particular 
that it is useful to reproduce here some of the dialogue between Vyshinsky 
and the various accused. 


Thornton its questioned as to why he signed the following statement, 
namely: "The protocols of interrogation first in Gussev’s, mine, and each 
other’s presence, and then in Kutuzova’s, mine and each other’s presence, 
which were shown to me during this interrogation and in which I confess facts 
about my spying activities and my connections with other persons, I have read. 
I can make no additional rernarks about the records of these protocols. The 
protocols are taken down correctly and are confirmed by my signature." 
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Vyshinsky (to Thornton): "Do you confirm this?" 

Thornton: "No, it was written and I signed it.” 

Vyshinsky: “Do you confirm that you made it voluntarily without being in- 
fluenced, without any pressure 7” 

Thornton: "Yes." 

Vyshinsky. "Everything that you read?” 

Thornton: "Yes." 

Vyshinsky: "Then you signed?” 

Thornton: “Yes, and now the Court will examine it." 

The President: “But why did you give such information? Was it only to 
take up everyone’s time, the Court’s and the Public Prosecutor's? Or did you 
have some special reason? What you are saying is absurd. You have been 
making depositions for three weeks so as to deny ther now.° 

Thornton: "J merely ... ° 

The President: "Decided to provide work for the Coun?” 

Thornton: “/ did tt because, as I have said, I was frightened." 

The President: "How were you frightened? By whom were you frightened? 
Where and when were you frightened? 

Thornton: “I was not frightened by arrest and by the consequences, but 
sumply in this way ... “ 

The President: “No, you give a straight reply so that it will be clear and 
piain to everybody; who frightened you, when did they frighten you, in what 
room? 

Thornton: "/ want to speak through the interpreter.” 

The President: "When you find it difficult to reply you always resort to the 
aid of the interpreter. But very well, you may.” 

Thornton: "No, | will speak in Russian. I was simply afraid, but of what I 
do not know myself.” 

The President: "And you were afraid on March 11th, March 12th, March 
13th and April 4th. You were evidently also afraid on April 10th, the day be- 
fore the trial, because you made no staternent.” 

Thornton: “Some of the points there are right and some of them I want to 
withdraw, and I was told that this would have to be done during the tial." 
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The President: "Who told you that? Give his name." 

Thornton: ‘/ was told by ... ” (tics to remember) 

Vyshinsky: “Well, let that pass. Let me ask you something else. I am inter- 
ested in the circumstances in which you were questioned in the office of the 
Public Prosecutor of the Republic by my assistant Roginsky, in my presence. 
Were the facts that are set down here written exactly as I was told or not?" 

Thornton: "As | spoke. Yes, correctly.” 

Vyshinsky-: “Nothing was distorted." 

Thornton: "No, you did not change anything.“ 

Vyshinsky: “But perhaps Roginsky did?” 

Thornton: “No.* 

Vyshinsky: “Perhaps the OGPU distorted it?” 

Thornton: “No, I signed it with my own hand." 

Vyshinsky: “And with your head? When you were writing it did you con- 
sider and think?” 

Thornton: (does not reply). 

The President: “And whose head is thinlang for you now?" 

Thornton: “At present I feel different." 

Vyshinsky. “Let us finish with tus record. It is unportant to establish the 
facts. We will draw conclusions later, at present if is important for me to con- 
jum from the deposition which was made on March 19th that the facts which 
were here set down were really told by you, that there was no falsification, no 
Juggiin g” 

Thornton: "That is so.° 

Vyshinsky: "The depositions which you made before were given quite freely 
and voluntarily, without pressure or coercion. Do I understand you correctly?” 

Thornton: *Correctly.“ 

Vyshinsky: “J have no further questions.“ 

Here is the cxammation of Mr Macdonald during that short penod m 
which he withdrew his plea of Guilty: 

The President (to Macdonald): “Was the deposition on page 204 written 
by you im your own handwriting?” 
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Vyshinsky (to Macdonald): "Read this, please." 

Macdonald: “Yes, / signed it." 

Vyshinsky: “Under what circumstances did you sign it?” 

Macdonald: "! considered it convenient under those circurnstances." 

Vyshinsky: “Under what circurnstances? Was any special method of exam- 
ination applied to you?” 

Macdonald: "No." 

Vyshinsky: "Were you forced to write this?” 

Macdonald: “No, but J signed it because it was not the open court." 

Vyshinsky: "Were you compelled to do so? 

Macdonald: “In the beginning I refused to do so." 

Vyshinsky: "Where?" 

Macdonald: "Before the investigator - when the investigator said sign I said 
‘no’. But he did not allow me to do otherwise." 

Vyshinsky: “He forced you to?” 

Macdonald: (no answer). 

As indicated earlier, Macdonald later returned to his plea of Guilty. 

The examination of Monkhouse also, as had the ‘examination of Thorn- 
ton and Macdonald, disclosed that there had been no torture apphed to 


him. It disclosed that Macdonald’s allegation of a lengthy interrogation 
lasting 18 hours was completely groundless. 


Having been released from prison, Monkhouse gave the following ac- 
count to the British bourgeois press of the treatment he had received at the 
hands of the Soviet authorities: 

“They were extraordinarnly nice to me and exceedingly reasonable in their 
questioning. My examiners seemed first-rate technical men who knew their 
job. The OGPU pnson is the last word in efficiency, entirely clean, orderly and 
well organised. This is the first time I have ever been arrested, but I have 
visited English prisons and can attest that the OGPU quarters are much supe- 
nor. My release resembled a friendly farewell party. All my papers and belong- 
ings were restored to me; OGPU officials carried down my bag, shook hands 
cordially and showed every concern for my comfort. I was assured that the 
other Bntish prisoners would be equally well treated." (Daily Dispatch). 
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Despite this the bourgeoss press throughout maintained that the confes- 
sions were extracted from the British engineers by use of torture. "Our 
countrymen are undergoing the horrors of a Russian prison’, shricked the 
Daily Express of 20 March 1933. "Great anxiety is felt’, proclaimed The 
Times of 17 Apnil 1933 with its usual hypocrisy, “as to what is happening to 
Mr Macdonald in prison between the sittings of the court. Those acquainted 
with the Chekist methods think his life is in danger.” The bourgeois press had 
at the time maintained that the accused would in open court say that they 
had been tortured. But when the engincers said nothing of the kind, the 
ever-shifty bourgeois press then declared that the engineers were still in the 
grip of the OGPU and would tell the truth only after their release. And 
when after their release the engineers did tell the truth (see Monkhouse’s 
above account of the treatment he received) - a truth that proved unaccept- 
able to the ever-lying umperialist gutter press - then all that was left to the 
bourgeois press was to plumb new depths and invent hypnotism and strange 
Tibetan drugs. This is precisely what the Daily Mail did. It came up with an 
invention of its own, a strange Tibetan drug which on being administered 
overpowered the will of its victim (the accused in our case) and which de- 
stroyed (to use Trotsky’s phrase) “all hurnan reflexes" to such an extent that 
he was prepared to admit anything at the behest of the prosecution! And 
this brings me to another ’explanation’ of the confessions: 


Needless to say this criticism is as absurd as it is fantastic. In this criti- 
cism the flight of fancy of the bourgeois mind has registered a complete and 
total break with reality, an utter departure from it. The absurdity of this 
criticism is proved not only by medical science, but also by the behaviour of 
the accused in the dock, who discussed complicated political matters at 
length, answered questions for hours, indulged in dialogue with the state 
prosecutor, Vyshinsky. Some of them even discussed philosophy in the 
dock: referring to Bukharin, Vyshinsky said that he “even called Hegel as a 
witness”. And they conducted their own defence. Can such behaviour be asso- 
ciated with people who are drugged or hypnotised? Can such behaviour be at- 
tributed to people who have had all their human reflexes destroyed? Surely 
not. 


As a matter of fact Bukharin, in his last plea, dealt with the allegations of 
Tibetan drugs and hypnotism. Herc is what he said: 
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"Repentance is often attributed to diverse and absolutely absurd things like 
Tibetan powders and the like. I must say of myself that in prison, where I was 
confined for over a year, | worked, studied, and retained clarity of mind. This 
will serve to refute by facts all fables and absurd counter-revolutionary tales. 

“Hypnotisrn is suggested. But I conducted my own defence in the Court 
from the legal standpoint too, onented myself on the spot, argued with the 
State prosecutor, and anybody, even a man who has little experience of this 
branch of medicine, must admit that hypnotism of this kind is altogether umn- 
possible.” (Trial of Anti-Soviet Bloc of Rights and Trotskyites, p.TT7). 

(c) Out of Party loyalty 

Another ’explanation’ offered by some of the bourgeois critics of the 
confessions is that the accused made false confessions and took upon them- 
selves false accusations out of reasons of Party duty. 

This ’explanation’ was proffered by Trotsky himself in the course of his 
evidence before the Mexican ’Commission’ in regard to Muralov’s confes- 
sion. This same ’explanation’ was echoed in the already-quoted pamphlet 
of the French Trotskyites who, rejecting torture as an explanation, put for- 
ward the same hypothesis as that put forward by Trotsky, namely that the 
accused accepted false accusations out of Party duty: 

"The accused declare that they have not been subjected to any torture. 
Nothing permits us to affirm the contrary. On the one hand it is wnprobable 
that torture could break men of the temper of Pyatakov, Radek, Muralov ... 

“The truth is what benefits the party. What benefits Stalin - what the party 
demands, what Stalin demands. That is the attitude adopted by the former op- 
positionists who renounced independent political activity and their ideas. The 
confessions they made during the tials flow from the sarne mentality, the same 
attitude as their statements of 1927, as all the declarations of repentance that 
followed them ... 

“Hence when in 1936 the leadership of the party judged it necessary, in the 
alleged interests of the revolution, to deal a blow to Trotskyismn and to Trotsky, 
when it was decided to use for this end the former oppositionists, the former 
Trotskyists, what could they oppose to the orders of the party, to the will of 
Stalin? After the sacrifice of their ideas they were required to sacrifice their 
lives and their honour. This was needed for the defence of the USSR. Trot- 
skyism ts the principal danger, for in the case of war, it might create difficulties, 
tum the workers away from the duty to the party, or profit by the circumstances 
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to substitute for the government of Stalin another government. It is thus that 
the party leadership reasons; tt demands from the 'capitulators’ - its hostages - 
this last service; participate in the execution of Trotskyisrn. Through their per- 
manent capttulations of the past ten years, the former opposition are all des- 
tined to play this last comedy, to forge this last link in the chain of hypocrisy 
that for years has constituted their lives. 

"There are some who, in spite of their weaknesses in the past, do not go 
along with the amalgam, who revolt, with a last exertion of will, on seeing the 
gulf to which their policies have driven them. Well, they will have time in 
prison for reflection, for proving whether their devotion to the party of which 
they talk so much will not turn out to be more powerful than petty bourgeois 
scruples. Those who agree to render this supreme sacrifice’ to the regime, 
which for thern continues to be the regime of the proletarian revolution, will be 
the ones to appear at the public tial. They will be under discipline as mem- 
bers of the Communist Party" (Why Did They Confess? published by the Que 
Faire group). 

What could be more absurd than the above explanation’ given by Trot- 
sky and his French followers? On the one hand the Trotskyites and other 
bourgeots critics of the trials continue to assert that the accused at the trials 
were Bolsheviks and old revolutionanes who were fightmg agaist the Sta- 
linist bureaucracy’, “the ruling caste," and found themselves in the dock be- 
cause Stalin wanted to get nd of them. On the other hand we are told by 
this same gentry that the accused accepted false accusations, made false 
confessions that they knew would cost them their lives, out of party duty and 
to please Stalin! In other words, they took upon themselves false confes- 
sions all for the love of the bureaucracy’, the “ruling caste," and the ’chief 
bureaucrat’, Stalin, Le, for the love of, and out of duty to, the same Party 
which they had hitherto regarded as bureaucratic and had devoted them- 
selves wholeheartedly to ight against. 

What could be more absurd than the assertion contained in the above- 
quoted remarks of the French Trotskyites that there was no Trotskyite plot 
against the Soviet governmcnt and yet the latter felt threatened by Trot- 
skyism? That it was so frightencd by the non-cxstent plot that it decided to 
combat Trotskyism by staging a show tnal of former Trotskyites who, having 
never actually committed the crimes they were charged with, nevertheless 
obliged Stalin and the Party (the same Stalin and the same Party they had 
hitherto fought against) by making false confessions and by admitting to 
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having connections with fascists for the overthrow of the Soviet government 
and for the restoration of capstalism in the USSR? Such, according to the 
above absurd assertion, is the love of the accused for Stalin and the Party 
that they would admit to anything that was required of them by Stalin and 
the Party, even making false admissions of their connections with the Nazis. 
Surely absurdity must have its bounds! When it comes to Trotskyism, how- 
ever, apparcatly it does not. 

(d) Promise of pardon 

Yet another ‘explanation’ (that was put forward by Trotsky when in 1936 
he appeared as a witness before a Norwegian court in connection with a 
case concerning an alleged raid by some local fascists on the house where 
Trotsky was staying) was that the confessions were prompted by some hope 
of clemency. The Norwegian bourgeois judge, being extremely interested in 
Trotsky’s anti-Soviet bourgeois views, allowed him the freedom to talk 
about a host of matters, the Zinoviev-Kamenev tnal included. Dealing with 
the confessions of Zinoviev and Kamenev, Trotsky offered the following as 
an ’explanation’: 

"All the accused, without exception, have declared that Trotsky, from 
abroad, had addressed to thern clandestine appeals to terrorism, had given the 
terrorists instructions, and had even sent executors [to execute these mstruc- 
tion] into the USSR. 

"My participation in terrorisrn is thus a co-efficient common to all admis- 
sions. This is the minirnun that the GPU could not renounce. It will only give 
its victims a chance of their lives on condition that it obtains this minimum." 

The meaning of the above remarks is clear. The accused were promised 
their lives provided they confessed to the charges of terrorism and provided 
further that they also admitted they were acting on Trotsky’s instructions. 
Having secured ’false’ confessions from the accused, the authorities decided 
to double cross them and have them shot. This ’explanation’, it must be re- 
marked incidentally, hardly fits mto the descmption of the accused grven by 
Trotsky on other occasions to the effect that they were real Bolsheviks who 
found themselves in the dock because of their opposition to the ‘nuding 
caste". The ’explanation’ implies that the accused were despicable people 
who, in order to save their lives were even prepared to admit, and did 
admit, to the most heinous crimes, crimes they had never committed. Hard- 
ly a picture of true Bolsheviks fighting against "Stalinist bureaucracy’! 

Morcover this explanation’ of Trotsky’s, although it might have been be- 
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licved by the credulous at the time, could no longer cxplain the confessions 
of the accused at the second and third trials who, one must presume, had 
full knowledge of the Kamencv- Zinovicv confessions and, therefore, of the 
alleged subsequent double-cross of the accused in the first trial. In the light 
of the confessions of the accused at the second and third trials, the only con- 
clusion we can reach is that Trotsky’s explanation’ docs not explain the con- 
fessions. The real explanation ts that the accused admitted to committing 
the crimes they were charged with for no other reason than that they had 
actually committed these crimes and that, faced with the evidence, they 
could not but accept responsibility for what they had donc. 


Criticism number four 


The fourth criticism is to assert that the trials were ’a judicial play’. This 
accusation, too, was levelled by Trotsky who, having in the American press 
characterised one of the Moscow trials as a ‘judicial play", went on to say: 

"The roles were written in advance. The accused only appear on the scene 
after a series of rehearsals which give the director the advance assurance that 
they will not overstep the limits of their roles." 

Before going on to give the most fitting answer to this charge of the trials 
being a ‘judicial play", we must remark that the actors (the accused) must 
have known im advance that death was the only reward they could hope to 
of this absurd charge is to be found im the followimg paragraph taken from a 
book on the second Moscow trial wntten by the famous British barnster Mr 
Dudley Collard who was present at that tnal: 

"If the story told by the defendants was untrue, someone must have in- 
vented it. Unless one makes the fantastic assumption that the seventeen de- 
fendants, instead of conspiring together to overthrow the State, conspired 
together to wmite their parts in the intervals between being tortured, someone 
other than the defendants must have written a seven days’ play (to play eight 
hours a day) and assigned appropriate roles to the seventeen defendants, the 
five witnesses, the judge and the Public Prosecutor. It would have taken a So- 
viet Shakespeare to wnte such a lifelike drarna as was played during those 
seven days, but no matter. Thereupon the defendants must have spent the peri- 
od since their arrest not in being interrogated, but in rehearsing together until 
they were word perfect (in company with Vyshinsky, the judges and witnesses). 
It is also necessary to assume that all the accused were such brilliant actors 
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that, in spite of the pressure brought to bear on then to make then play their 
parts, they were able to play their parts without one slip and without once being 
prompted during seven days in such a way as to deceive all those who were 
present into thinking the play was real." (Soviet Justice and the Trial of Radek 
and Others). 


Criticism number five 


The fifth criticism is that there were no documents, no material evi- 
dence" upon which the convictions could be based. This accusation was le- 
velled by Schachtman, an American Trotskyite and a translator of Trotsky’s. 
At the time Schachtman wrote in denunciation of the trials up to the Zino- 
viev-Kamenev trial m the following terms: 


“AU tials of political opponents, real and alleged, that is, all trials held in 
public, have been monotonously identical under the reign of Stalin. No docu- 
ments, no maternal evidence, nothing written adduced, all the evidence con- 
fined to the spontaneous and 'voluntary’ confessions of the invariably penitent 
accused. This has been the case from the Shakhty tial to the Zinoviev trial." 

It is not true to say that there were no written documents, that there was 
no evidence other than that contained in the confessions of the accused. 
There were witnesses whose evidence corroborated that of the accused. In 
the second Moscow tnal - the Radek-Pyatakov tral - for example, there was 
the evidence of the five accomplices, Bukhartsev, Romm, Loginov, Stein 
and Tamm. Then there was the expert evidence of a committee of experts 
which demonstrated scientifically that certain explosions could not have 
taken place accidentally and were, therefore, the result of planned and de- 
liberate sabotage. Add to this the diary of the accused Stroilov produced in 
court. This diary contained the tulephone number of agents of the German 
secret service who had, by blackmail, caused Stroilov to do espionage and 
sabotage work for them. These numbers were carefully checked. The 
photographs of these German secret service agents were produced in the 
court for identity purposes, and Stroilov picked the nght photographs from 
a multitude of others. The movements of these German agents confirmed 
official records produced at the tral. Letters received from the Japanese 
agents by Knyazev, a prominent railway official involved in wrecking, were 
found among his belongings. Knyazev had failed to destroy these letters 
and he identified them at the trial. 


Thus it is clear that the allegation of "no documents, no material evi- 
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dence” is false and collapses in the face of the facts. Moreover, we might 
add, before Trotsky as a result of his divorce from the working class went 
over to terrorism, it never occurred to him or to any of his henchmen to 
doubt the validity of trials such as the Shakhty trial. In fact, as has already 
been pointed out, Trotsky at the time regarded the Shakhty and Menshevik 
trials as “giving an extrernely strdang picture of the relationships of force of the 
classes and parties in the USSR" (Trotsky, Problems of the Development of 
the USSR). 


In the same pamphlet, which was incidentally translated by Schachtman, 
Trotsky says: 

"It was irrefutably established by the Court that during the years 1923-28 the 
bourgeois specialists, in close alliance with foreign centres of the bourgeoisie, 
successfully carried through an artificial slackening of industrialisation, count- 
ing upon the re-establishment of capitalist relationships" (p. 26). 

No doubt ts expressed here as to the validity of the trials. The trials are 
not ’Stalmist frame-ups’. Not yet. The Soviet courts are “irrefutably" estab- 
lishing the connections between specialist wrecking "in close alliance with 
foreign centres of the bourgeoisie® and the “artificial slackening down of indus- 
vialisation counting upon the re-establishment of capitalist relationships". But 
all this was before Trotskyism joined its forerunners, the bourgeois special- 
ists, un the work of sabotage, wrecking, diversion, “artificial slackening down 
of industrialisation, counting upon the re-establishment of capitalist relation- 
ships". All this was before Trotskyism, in its desperate isolation from the 
Soviet working class and millions upon millions of working people who were 
zealously building socialism in defiance and contempt of Trotskyist pessim- 
ism, passed over to murder and terrorism “in close alliance with the foreign 
centres of the bourgeoisie". And when it did pass over to these methods, with 
this change, it ceased to be just an erroncous, anti-Leninist tendency within 
the working class and became "a frantic and unprincipled gang of wreckers, 
diversionists, spies and murderers acting on the instructions of the intelligence 
services of foreign states” (Stalin, 1937). 

With this change over, Trotskyism was bound to regard the Moscow 
trials as 'Stalinist frame-ups’. It was bound to declare that in the trials "the 
entire conduct of the accused has been dictated from beginning to end, not by 
their own ideas and interests, but by the interests of the ruling clique. And the 
pseudo-plot, and the confessions, the theatrical judgment ..., all were arranged 
by one and the same hand” (Trotsky, The Revolution Betrayed, p.300). 
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In view of this metamorphosis of Trotskyism, it is not at all surprising 
that the Dewey Commission set up by the American Committee for the 
Defence of Leon Trotsky should have declared: 

“The Commission finds from the evidence in its possession that the wrecks, 
delays and damages charged against the accused in the Moscow trials are ex- 
plicable in terms of haste, inefficiency and over-reaching, and that the charges 
of sabotage, wrecking and diversion as far as they concern Leon Trotsky stand 
not proved and not credible.” 

The baseless charges contained in the above quotations from Trotsky 
and the Dewey Commission have already been adequately answered and 
will be dwelt upon no further. These quotations are only produced so that 
they may be contrasted with Trotsky’s earlier writings and to show that with 
the change in the methods of Trotskyism, with its passing over to murder, 
sabotage, wrecking and diversion, a change was bound to occur, and did 
occur, in its evaluation of the trials. 


The Moscow trials were basically no different from the Shakhty and 
Menshewvik trials. In all these trials the accused were charged with sabotage, 
etc. In all of them the accused had been wanting the restoration of capital- 
ism and had been opposed to the building of socialism in the USSR. The 
only difference between the carlier trials and the Moscow trials is the ’suc- 
cess’ achieved by the accused in the Moscow tnials in the execution of their 
crimes. Their successes’ were due to the important positions they held in 
the Party and in the Soviet government. 


But a change had taken place in Trotskyism. It had earlier hoped that 
the difficulties of the task of building socialism would cause chaos and lead 
to the overthrow of the Soviet government, thus making way for a Trotskyist 
government of capitulation and capitalist restoration. This did not materi- 
alise. The Soviet Party, the government and the people solved difficulty 
after difficulty, and achieved great successes m the task of socialist con- 
struction. It became clear even to the blind, even to Trotsky, that the Soviet 
government could not be overthrown by internal chaos. Trotskyism was 
thus faced with the option of disbanding its oppositionist activity or of 
adopting murder, terrorism and wrecking as a means of overthrowing the 
Soviet government “in close alliance with the foreign centres of the bour- 
geoisie.” It, like its predecessors, the Mensheviks and bourgeois specialists, 
chose the second alternative. Trotskyism became subjectively as well as ob- 
jectively counter-revolutionary. It became an advanced detachment of the 
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bourgeoisie. 
The change compelled Trotskyism to denounce the trials as ’Stalinist 
frame-ups’ in the "interests of the ruling clique." 


Criticism number six 


The sodh critictsm was that it was inconceivable for Marxists (a) to 
adopt terror as a means of achieving power and (b) to ally with imperialist 
powers to overthrow the rule of the working class. 


Our answer to this is that it is indeed inconccivable for Marxists to do 
either of these things. We only say that with the adoption of terror and the 
conclusion of an “alliance with the foreign centres of the bourgeoisie," the ac- 
cused had ceased to be Marusts. When they stood in the prisoners’ dock 
before the court of revolutionary justice they stood there not as Bolsheviks 
and revolutionary Marxist-Leninists but as deserters from the camp of Bol- 
shevism, of Marxism-Leninism. They stood there as ex-revolutionarics who, 
unable to face the problems raised by the revolution, unable to face up to 
the task of socialist construction in the USSR, fled the camp of socialism, 
the camp of Marxism-Leninism, and became incorrigible counter- rcvol- 
utionary degencrates. Not Marxists and Bolsheviks, but deserters from 
Marxism and deserters from Bolshevism: that is the true description of the 
accused at the Moscow trials. 


People who say that it ts inconceivable that the Trotskyites and Rights in 
the USSR adopted terror as a measure to achieve their ends should tell us 
what other method was open to the Trotskyites to achieve power, knowing 
as we do that the Trotskyites were completely divorced from the Soviet 
working class and could not have mobilised the working class of the USSR 
behind their programme of capitalist restoration and opposition to thc 
building of socialism? The answer is that there was no other mcthod avail- 
able to the Trotskyites except terror, murder, sabotage and wrecking, the 
usual methods of the remnants of the exploiting classes in their struggle 
against the working class. Some Trotskyites and other bourgeois critics of 
the trials produce the writings of Trotsky directed against terrorism. But 
these writings, belonging as they do to the Tsarist penod, are of no value in 
the context under discussion. Let them look at the writings of Trotsky be- 
longing to a later period and let them, then, explain to us the mcaning of 
such phrases as the following: 


"The bureaucracy [1.c., the Bolshevik Party] can be compelled to yteld 
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power into the hands of the proletarian vanguard |c., Trotskyist capitulators 
and capitalist- roaders] only by force.” 

"The first social shock, external or internal, may throw the atomised Soviet 
society into civil war.” 

As far as the reference to internal shock ts concerned, it ts a pomter to 
nothing but murder, sabotage and plans for a coup d’état. This ts confirmed 
beyond doubt by the Moscow trials. As to the external shock, this ss a refer- 
ence to foreign imperialist agpression agamst the Sovict Union which the 
Trotskyites were hoping for, and for which they were making preparations 
‘in close alliance with the foreign centres of the bourgeoisie,” Le. m close al- 
lance with the German fascists. This is also confinmed by the Moscow 
tnials. 

Let us deal now with the second half of this criticism: 1s it possible for 
socialists to ally with capitalist powers to overthrow the rule of the working 
class? Though it is true thal gcnuime socialists - Marxist-Lenmists - could 
never commit such a despicable crime, history bears witness that such a 
crimc can most ccrtainly be committed by deserters from socialism and by 
traitors to socialism and to the cause of the emancipation of the working 
class. It is well known, for example, that the counter- revolutionary war of 
intervention against the young Soviet Republic had the support of the ’so- 
cialisis’ in the various impenalist countries whosc armies had committed ag- 
gression against Soviet Russia for no other purpose than to restore 
capitalism by overthrowing the rule of the working class. Yet these people, 
while giving support to them ’own’ bourgeotsie against the working class of 
another country - committing treachery against the proletariat and making a 
mockery of proletarian internationalism - called themselves socialists. The 
truth ts that they werc not socialists: they were social imperialists - socialists 
mm words and imperialists in deeds. 

It ts equally well known that Karl Kautsky, who had been regarded prior 
to the outbreak of the first world war as the foremost Marxist theoretician, 
became after his degencration® the foremost advocate of the armed over- 
throw of the Soviet government. Bolshcvism, alleged Kautsky, had degener- 
ated mto "Bonapartism’ and he therefore demanded that its armed 
overthrow should be supported by all socialists. Right up to the time of Hit- 
ler’s accession to power, Kautsky continued to advocate impcrialist armed 
infervention against the Soviet Union to overthrow Bolshevism. Well, if it 
was possible for Kautsky, at onc time the most outstanding representative of 
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orthodox Marusm, to degencrate to the point of advocating the armed 
overthrow of the Soviet government, why then would it be impossible for the 
author of the “absurdly left theory of permanent revolution,” Trotsky, who was 
all along opposed to the building of socialism in the USSR (since according 
to him it was impossible to build socialism in a single backward country) to 
degenerate to the post of concluding an alliance with fascism for the over- 
throw of the Sovict regime? There is no reason for us to believe it im- 
possible. On the contrary, there 1s every reason to believe it possible. 


Have we not, moreover, been told by Trotsky and his followers on hun- 
dreds of occasions that under the leadership of Stalin the whole Party 
underwent a ’degeneration’? Having declared the degeneration of the entire 
Bolshevik Party, the Trotskyites and other bourgeois clements go on to de- 
clare in the same breath the theoretical impossibility of degeneration of the 
accused at the trials. How is it possible, they ask, for Bolsheviks such as the 
accused at the trials to degenerate and work for the restoration of capital- 
ism "tn close alliance with the foreign centres of the bourgeoisie’? We answer: 
in just the same way as it ts for the entire Party to degenerate. Our position 
is that just as a revolutionary Marxist, say Kautsky, can degenerate and 
become a counter-revolutionary, so it ts likewise possible for the entire 
Party to degenerate by adopting and persisting in a wrong policy. As Lenin 
pointed out: "Verily it may be said that a small mistake persisted in, learnedly 
demonstrated and ‘carried to its logical conclusion’, will grow into a monstros- 
ity." Thus we do not disagree with Trotskyism on the question of the theore- 
tical possibility of the degeneration of an entire Party. Our disagreement ts 
on the question of whether such degeneration had actually taken place in 
the Bolshevik Party under the leadership of Stalm. We say, in opposition to 
Trotskyism, and with the confidence that stems from the knowledge and 
awareness that facts are on our side, that not only had no such degeneration 
taken place, but also that the Party was healthy enough to take timely action 
against those sections that had indeed become rotten and degenerate, Le., 
the accused at the Moscow trials. The accused became counter-revolution- 
ary degenerates because they persisted ‘learnedly in their incorrect plat- 
form, their opposition to the building of socialism, and, as Bukharin said, 
“the logic of the struggle led to the logic of ideas and to a change of our psycho- 
logy, to the counter-revolutionising of our aims." 

From the above it can safely be concluded that it is possible for socialists 
to degenerate, particularly during times of greatest difficulty for the revol- 
ution. When the revolutionary upsurge is high and the revolution is sweep- 
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ing everything reactionary aside, it is easy for anyone to be a revolutionary. 
At such times even the most backward and cowardly people are capable of 
performing miracles. But when the revolution is in difficulties, when it ts in 
retreat (even though the retreat is only a temporary one), it is very difficult 
indeed to be a revolutionary. Referring to the non-revolutionary behaviour 
of Trotsky during the period of Brest-Litovsk when the revolution was tem- 
porarily in retreat, Comrade Stalin said: 

"The proletarian struggle is not, however, an uninterrupted advance, an un- 
broken chain of victories. The proletarian struggle also has its trials, its de- 
feats. The genuine revolutionary ts not one who displays courage in the period 
of victorious uprising, but one who, while fighting well during the victorious ad- 
vance of the revolution, also displays courage when the revolution is in retreat, 
when the proletanat suffers defeat; who does not lose his head and does not 
funk when the revolution suffers reverses, when the enemy achieves success; 
who does not become panic-stricken or give way to despair when the revolution 
is in @ period of retreat. The Left Socialist- Revolutionanes did not fight badly 
in the period of October, and they supported the Bolsheviks. But who does not 
know that those ‘brave’ fighters became panic-stricken in the period of Brest, 
when the advance of German imperialism drove them to despair and hystena. 
It is a very sad but indubitable fact that Trotsky, who fought well in the period 
of October, did not, in the period of Brest, in the period when the revolution 
suffered ternporary reverses, possess the courage to display sufficient staunch- 
ness at that difficult moment and to refrain from following in the footsteps of 
the Left Socialist-Revolutionaries. Beyond question, that moment was a diffi- 
cult one; one had to display exceptional courage and wnperturbable coolness, 
not to be dismayed, to retreat in good time, to accept peace in good time, to 
withdraw the proletarian army out of range of the blows of German impenial- 
isrn, to preserve the peasant reserves and, after obtaining a respite in this way, 
to strike at the enemy with renewed force. Unfortunately Trotsky was found to 
lack this courage and revolutionary staunchness at that difficult moment. 

"In Trotsky’s opinion, the principal lesson of the proletarian revolution ts 
‘not to funk’ during October. That ts wrong, for Trotsky’s assertion contains 
only a particle of the truth about the lessons of the revolution. The whole truth 
about the lessons of the proletarian revolution is ’not to funk’ not only when 
the revolution is advancing, but also when it is in retreat, when the enemy ts 
gaining the upper hand and the revolution ts suffering reverses. The revolution 
did not end with October. October was only the beginning of the proletarian 
revolution. It is bad to funk when the tide of insurrection is rising; but it is 
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worse to funk when the revolution is passing through severe tials after power 
has been captured. To retain power on the morrow of the revolution is no less 
important than to capture power." (Stalin, speech delivered at the Plenum of 
the Communist Group in the AUCCTU, 19 November 1924). 

The Trotskyites and Rights funked dunng the period of Brest- Litovsk, 
during the period of the resistance of the kulaks to the offensive of social- 
ism, and during the period between the two world wars when the Soviet 
Union, being the only socialist country, faced capitalist encirclement and 
lived under constant threat of war and counter-revolutionary intervention. 
The accused at the Moscow tnals were people whose outstanding charac- 
teristic was their petty-bourgeois instability - they were people who capitu- 
lated in the face of difficulties, who were unable to face and solve the 
problems raised by the revolution. Add to this their incorrect programme 
and you have got all the prerequisites for turning anyone into a counter-rev- 
olutionary. A few years was all that was required to turn the accused into 
fully-fledged counter-revolutionaries. 


People, such as those accused at the Moscow tnals, who have ceased to 
be revolutionary Bolsheviks - Marxst-Leninists - and have become counter- 
revolutionary degenerates divorced from the working class, who have com- 
mitted treachery against the cause of the emancipation of the working class, 
are quite capable of adopting terrorism as a means of achieving their end of 
coming to power by overthrowing the Soviet government by a campaign of 
murder and assassination and by a coup d’état. 


Criticism number seven 


The seventh criticism is that there is a discrepancy between the Zino- 
viev-Kamenev trial which concentrated on terronsm, and the two sub- 
sequcat tnals which concentrated on the alliance of the Trotskyites with 
Germany and Japan and the plot to dismember the USSR, and the diver- 
sion, wrecking and sabotage in industry. Contrasting the Zinoviev-Kamenev 
trial with that of Pyatakov- Radek, for example, Trotsky wrote: 

"Why then did they [Zinoviev, Kamenev and the other accused at the Z1- 
noviev-Kamenev tnal] not say a word about the most unportant thing, the al- 
liance of the Trotskyites with Germany and Japan and the plot to dismember 
the USSR? Could they have forgotten such details’ of the plot? Could they 
themselves, the leaders of the so-called centre, not have known what was 
known by the accused in the last tial [the Pyatakov-Radek tnal], people of 
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secondary category? The enigma is easily explained, the new amalgam was 
constructed after the execution of the sixteen, during the course of the last five 
months, as an answer to unfavourable echoes in the world press" (Trotsky, 
The Revolution Betrayed, pp. 295-6). 

The ’enigma’, comrades ‘ts easily explained” by the fact that Zimoviev and 
Kamenev only revealed what was already known from other sources, they 
only admitted what could not be denied in the face of established facts. 
This is consistent with thear behaviour throughout. In December 1934, Ser- 
gei Kirov, one of the most prominent and beloved leaders of the CPSU(B) 
was murdered. The shots were fired by Nikolayev. The investigation into 
Kirov’s murder uncovered a part of the Zinoviev-Kamenev organisation, to 
which Nikolayev belonged. The investigation established a connection be- 
tween some members of this organisation on the one hand and Kamencv 
and Zinoviev on the other. As a result Kamenev and Zinoviev accepted 
‘moral responsibility” for the assassination of Kirov. They maintained that 
they had not instructed Nikolayev to murder Kirov, but that they were mo- 
rally responsible for Kirov’s murder because they had created such hatred 
in the minds of their followers for the Party leaders that # had led to the as- 
sassination of Kirov. This explanation was accepted and they were sen- 
tenced accordingly. Only later, as a result of the uncovering of some other 
terrorist groups, was the complete participation of Kamenev and Zinoviev 
in the organisation of assassination and terror fully disclosed. It was only 
then that they found themselves once again in the dock for their crimes. 
The whole history of Kamenev and Zinoviev shows that they only admitted 
to as much as was already known to the investigation authority, no more. 
They knew that they were going to dic for their crimes. They nevertheless 
wanted to leave behind them the conspiratorial organisation intact so that 
the remaining conspirators could accomplish their purpose. That ts why 
they "did not say a single word about the most important thing, the alliance of 
the Trotskyites with Germany and Japan and the plot to dismember the 
USSR*. That ts how “the enigyna is easily explained." Surcly all this is in con- 
formity with the existence of a conspiracy, the full breadth of which was un- 
covered only step by step as a result of most careful and pairstaking 
investigation. Had it been a case of a plot fabricated by the OGPU, there 
would have been nothing to prevent it from adding in the Zinoviev-Kame- 
nev tral the charge of allying with Germany and Japan. No such charge was 
levelled at the accused in the first trial because there was no evidence at 
that time which suggested such an alliance. Only later did the existence of 
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this alliance become evident. Hence this charge at the second and third 
trials. 


Criticism number eight 


The caghth criticism suggests that there are three "flaws’ in the Moscow 
trials which "discredit’ the whole evidence produced there. The existence of 
these flaws’ was alleged by Trotsky. Let us examinc them. 

(a) Holtzman, onc of the accused in the Zinovicv-Kamencv tnal, made a 
confession that he had a long mecting with Trotsky m the Hotel Bristol in 
Copenhagen. Trotsky clutches ai this confession as a drownmg man clut- 
ches af a straw and caciamms that the tnals are a fake. Why? Because ‘if so 
happens,” says Trotsky, “that the Hotel Bristol was razed to its foundations in 
1917. In 1932 this hotel existed only as a fond memory." In other words, the 
OGPU (which Trotsky claimed had dictated to the accused in the minutest 
detail the content of their confessions) was so Clumsy that made Holtzman 
confess to meeting Trotsky m a hotel that did not cxist. What nonsense! 
The facts are as follows:- 

Opposite the railway station there was no Hotel Bnstol at the time of the 
mecting. Instead there stood at that time the Grand Central Hotel. In the 
same building of which the Grand Central Hotel formed part there was the 
Bristol Café. At that time it was also possible to gain entrance to the hotel 
through the Bristol Café. It ts therefore very likely that Holtzman confused 
the Bristol Café with the Grand Central Hotel. 

Furthermore, in vicw of Trotsky’s insistence that the confessions were 
dictated to the accused by the OGPU, the following remark of his is odd to 
say the least: 

“Holtaman apparently knew the Hotel Bristol through memones of his erni- 
gration long ago, that is why he named it.” 

In other words, when obliging the OGPU with a voluntary false confes- 
sion, Holtzman was mistaken as to the name. In other words, the confes- 

If the OGPU were engaged m a frame-up, it would not have been at all 
difficult for « to find out the existence and name of the hotcl. So, the oaly 
conciusion that we can draw ts that Holtzman did have a mccting with Trot- 
sky in the Grand Central Hotel, the name of which he confused with the 
Bristol Café. 
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(b) The second ’flaw relates to Pyatakov’s journey to see Trotsky in 
Oslo in 1935, in a special plane provided by the German government. It is 
alleged that this could not have taken place at all because not a single 
foreign plane landed at Oslo airport m December 1935. It is more likely 
that the fascists, who were able to get hundreds of planes into northern 
Spain despite the control exerased by the non-intervention committee, 
should have been able to hide the landing and taking off of a single foreign 
plane, than that Pyatakov and Bukbaristev (the Berlin correspondent of Is- 
vestia, who appeared as a witness at the trial and gave detailed circumstan- 
tial evidence of this journcy) should take upon themselves a false 
accusation. 

(c) The third and last flaw refers to the evidence of one of the wit- 
nesses at the trial, Romm, another /svestia correspondent, who had carried 
correspondence between Trotsky and Radek. Romm stated that be had met 
Trotsky at the cad of July 1933 for 25 mimutes m the Bots de Boulogne 
(Paris). Trotsky sought to discredit the tnals by saying that during the 
month of July be was staying at Royan, and that during his stay at Royan he 
met two members of the British Independent Labour Party, John Paton and 
C.A. Smith, who both of course confirmed that they had seen Trotsky at 
Royan during July. There is no need for us to cast any doubt on Trotsky’s 
claim that during July 1933 he was staying at Royan and that he was met 
there by Paton and Smith. All we ask is: were there no trains or any other 
means of transportation which could enable Trotsky to travel from Royan to 
the Bois de Boulogne? Trotsky could well be staying during July 1933 at 
Royan and yet could still have met, as in fact he did meet, Romm (a witness 
whose evidence we have no reason at all to doubt) m the Bois de Boulogne. 

Thus it can be seen that on actual exammation, the three ‘flaws’ disap- 
pear. The attempts by the Trotskyites and other bourgeois critics to dis- 
credit the trials by latching on to these "flaws’ fail miserably. 


Critictam number nine 


The final criticism is that Trotsky, who in his public pronouncements fre- 
quently denounced the accused at the Moscow trials, could not possibly 
have cooperated with them at the same time, as he was alleged to have 
done. 


There are two points to cover in this criticism, one of which ts of a his- 
torical and the other of a tactical nature. As regards the tactical side of it, a 
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sudden moratonum of all criticism of the accused by Trotsky would have 
made the Soviet authorities suspicious; it was therefore necessary for Trot- 
sky to continue with his public criticism of the accused while in practice co- 
operating with them. It was necessary for him to do so in order to distract 
and divert the attention of the Soviet authorities and to cause them to be- 
lieve that there could not possibly be an alliance between Trotsky and the 
accused. 

To turn to the historical side of the pomt under discussion. Trotsky was 
notorious for forming blocs with all kinds of people whom he had often de- 
nounced in the periods immediately preceding the formation of such blocs‘. 
Take the case of Trotsky’s denunciation of Radek and the subsequent for- 
mation by Trotsky of a bloc with bim. Trotsky, giving an estimation of 
Radek in 1918, told the Dewey Commission: 

“He [Radek] was active for a certain tire [in 1918] in the Commissariat for 
Foreign Affairs, but the diplomats claimed it was impossible to say anything in 
his presence, because tomorrow it was known by all the city. We removed hun 
immediately ... “ 

This ts what Trotsky thought of Radek in 1918. Yet this estimation of 
Radek did not prevent Trotsky from working in close cooperation with 
Radek from 1925 to 1928. Why should such close cooperation between the 
two be declared an impossibility after 1931? 


Take another example: Trotsky’s denunciation of Zimovicv and Kamencv 
and his subsequent formation of a bloc with them. It has already been re- 
marked that in 1924, in his Lessons of October, Trotsky denounced Zinoviev 
and Kamenev as dangerous Right-wingers who had been guilty of vacillation 
and instability on the eve of the October Revolution. But this did not pre- 
vent him from forming a close alliance with them a little later. Why, then, 
should Trotsky’s denunciation of Zimoviev and Kamenev im 1928 be 
presented as an insurmountable hurdle to the formation at a later date of a 
close alliance between Trotsky on the one hand and Zinoviev and Kamenev 
on the other? And what applies to Radek, Kamenev and Zinoviev applies 
with equal force to Bukhanin and Rykov. Trotsky’s differences with the lat- 
ter disappeared when he took a position on collcctivisation which was no 
different from theirs. So once again they all united in frenzied opposition to 
the Bolshevik Party. 

Trotsky always endcd up forming alliances and blocs with people whom 
he had denounced in thc immediate past. These alliances were always 
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necessitated by Trotsky’s frenzied opposition to the Bolshevik Party. He 
was, therefore, bound to end up by forming blocs with people who were 
themselves engaged in an equally frenzied opposition to the Bolshevik 
Party, even though in the past he bad denounced them. The frenzied oppo- 
sition of all these people, including Trotsky, was the determining factor 
which brought them together, despite all the differences among themselves, 
that caused them to cast aside their differences. The whole history of Trot- 
skyism from the time of the August bloc, and earlier, provides eloquent con- 
firmation of this truth. 


BOURGEOIS "EXPLANATIONS’ OF THE TRIALS 


If there was no actual plot, no conspiracy against the Soviet regime, as ts 
asserted by the Trotskyites and other bourgeots critics of the trials, why thea 
were these trials held at all? Here, as could only be expected, the ’explana- 
tions’ put forward by the Trotskyites and other bourgeoss defenders of Trot- 
sky are varied: 


First ‘explanation’ 


Trotsky’s explanation’ of the trials was that they were held m order to 
discredit him ’personally and the ’Fourth International’. In other words, 
in the USSR, Trotsky had made no alliance with the fascists nos did he have 
any connection with the accused. The accused were never involved m 
wrecking, diversion, terror and murder, but were domg their jobs as good 
communists; and yet the Soviet government decided to arrest pcople m high 
official positions - Vice-Commussars of Industry, Prime Ministers of Na- 
tional Republics, diplomats, etc. and put them on trial. What for? Just to 
combat’ Trotsky and discredit the "Fourth International’. As J.R. Campbell 
justly remarks: 

“One might as well argue that the trials were held to discredit the Rugby 
Union and the Southern League. Was there ever such a crying disproportion 
between means and ends? The Bolshevik steam-roller is set in motion to crack 
a peanut.” (Soviet Policy and its Critics, p.269). 


Second ‘explanation’ 
It has also been asserted by the Trotskyites and other bourgeots slan- 


Chapter 12 BOURGEOIS CRITICISMS OF THE MOSCOW TRIALS 323 
AND REFUTATION OF THESE CRITICISMS 


derers of Stalin that Stalin had assured the world bourgcoisic that he would 
restore capitalism in the USSR and that he staged the Moscow trials to give 
proof of his sincerity to the imperialist bourgeotsic. 

One has only to reflect for a second to realise the absurdity of this ’ex- 
planation’, to realise that this explanation’ can only have been put forward 
by way of a malicious slander. For what assurance could the world bour- 
geossie get from the trial and subsequent execution (in most cases) of those 
who never believed in the possibility of building socialism, who opposed so- 
cialist construction in the USSR? What assurance could the trial of the ac- 
cused, on charges of an alliance with fascism for the purpose of dismantling 
the Soviet Union and overthrowing the Soviet regime to make way for the 
restoration of capitalism, give the world bourgeoisie? One has only to raise 
these questions to realise the utter absurdity of this explanation’ and the cx- 
treme stupidity of those who put it forward. 


Third explanation’ 


It has also been asserted that the trials were staged in order to divert the 
attention of the Soviet people from the economic difficulties facing the So- 
viet government and to explain these difficulties. This ’explanation’ was put 
forward by the Dewey Commission in the following terms: 

"The Commission finds that the conclusion appears to be inevitable that 
the indictments and the confessions in the series of widely publicised tails 
against the regime, were governed in each case by the current internal difficul- 
Ges, economic and political —. of the Soviet Union. In other words, the trials 
have not really been criminal but political.” 

The Comsnission took no evidence as tp the econbesic conditions pre- 
vailing m the Soviet Union m the years 1936-38 These were years of 
tremendous cconomic growth (despite wrecking and sabotage) and of pros- 
perity the like of which the Soviet people had never expenenced. Collectivi- 
sation had been successfully accomplished by 1936. The entire country bad 
been transformed from being an agrarian into an industrial country. Living 
standards and working conditions had become far better than aft any timc 
before in the entire history of Russia. Unemployment had been climinatcd 
and everyone was granted (im the Stal Constitution) the nght to work. 
The culture of the catire Soviet people had been raised. These are the 
facts. By completcly tgnoring these facts, the Dewcy Commission only as- 
serted its bold ignorance when it alluded to the alleged economic difficulties 


324 TROTSKYISM OR LENINISM? Part fl 


facing the Soviet regime. What in fact this ignorant assertion amounted to 
was that just at a time when the Soviet government was tclling the Soviet 
people of the proud achievements of socialist construction, it was at the 
same time staging ‘polifical” trials of innocent’ people in order to explain 
the “current internal difficulties economic and political” that were facing it. 
This is plain gibberish. 

Fourth ‘explanation’ 


This explanation’ is that the trials "also served the purpose of the bureau- 
cracy in distracting the attention of the Soviet proletariat and workers in the 
capitalist lands frorn the base betrayal of the Spanish working class by the Sta- 
nist apparatus.“ (Schachtman, The American Trotskyist). 

Schachtman penned this lic on 1 November 1936, ie., after the an- 
nouncement by the USSR that she was no longer bound by the non-inter- 
vention agreements, and after it was clear to everyone that the Soviet Union 
was rendering wholc-hcarted support’ to the struggle of the Spanish people 
against fascism. 

Lack of time prevents me from discussing now the Spanish question, to 
which I shall return another time when I will be able to show not only the 
real assistance rendered by the Soviet Union to the struggling and heroic 
people of Spain, but also expose the ‘assistance’ rendered by Trotskyism.® 
For the moment let it suffice to say that while the Soviet Union was engaged 
in giving the Spantsh people generous and unforgettable fraternal assist- 
ance, both material and political, the Trotskyites were busy launching fren- 
zed attacks against the Soviet Union, against socialism in the Soviet Union, 
and were thus truly undermining the support of "the workers in the capitalist 
lands" for the Soviet Union, i.c., for socialism. 


Fifth ‘explanation’ 


The last ’explanation’ is that "all revolutions devour their children’. 
Rakovsky in his concluding speech delivered a death blow to this pscudo- 
historical explanation put forward by bourgeois intellectuals (intelligentsia, 
more correctly). I would like to conclude, comrades, by quoting Rakov- 
sky’s remarks on this explanation’, for not only do they deliver a death blow 
to this spurious ’explanatioa’, but they also constitute a real explanation of 
the Moscow tnals. Here is what Rakovsky said: 
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"It is a ndiculous, groundless analogy. Bourgeois revolutions did indeed 
finish - excuse me if I cite here some theoretical arguments which, however, are 
of significance for the present moment - bourgeois revolutions did indeed fin- 
ish by devouring their own children because after they had tiumphed they had 
to suppress their allies from among the people, their revolutionary allies of the 
Left. 

“But the proletarian revolution, the revolution of the class which is revol- 
utionary to the end, when it applies what Marz called '‘plebeian methods of re- 
taliation’, it applies them not to the advanced elements, it applies then to 
those who stand in the way of this revolution, or to those who, as ourselves, 
were with this revolution, marched along with it for a certain time, and then 
stabbed it in the back." (Trial of the Anti-Soviet Bloc of Rights and Trotskyites, 
p. 760). 


There is no need to add any more to what has been said. That is all I 
wish to say, comrades. 


NOTES 


i. Here ts yet another crucial piece of evidence, provided by another Amencan engincer, Joha 
Scott, who worked for several years at Magnitogorsk. Scott was not a communist. In fact be 
was a critic of Bolshevism and said so. This only gives added weight to his account, given in 
his book Beyend the Urals. Scott’s account of what he lived through while working at this g)- 
gantic enterpnse of such enormous significance, the Magnitogorsk complex, enables one to 
understand the huge magnitude of the task of socialist construction in the face of opposition 
from hostile and alien class elements, as well as downnght counter-revoluttonary wreckers and 
saboteurs who infiltrated the Soviet system by means of skill, intelligence, dynamism and hard 
work, passing themselves off as projetarians - thus managing to occupy high positions of re- 
sponsibility and authonty in the Party, government and cconomic administration. 

Scott's account also reveals that the majonty of these counter-revolutionanes were potential 
spies for the vanous impenalist powers. It was at umes difficult - such were the prevailing 
conditions - to distinguish between consmous counter-revolutionanes, on the one hand, and 
corrupt bureaucrats and yesmen, on the other. Here is what John Scott has to say about Mag- 
nitogorsk: 

"Schevchenko was the director in 1936 of the gas factories with their 2,000 indastrial wor- 
kers. He was a surly man, extremely energetic and proud, often rude and vulgar. Neverthe- 
less, Schevchenko was not a bed director. The workers respected him and hurried to obey 
his orders. Schevchenko came from a small Ukrainian village. In 1920, when Denikin’s 
white army was occupying the area, young Schevchenko - he was 19 al the time - was en- 
roiled as a militiamen. [ater on, Denikin was pushed back and the Red Amny took back 
the area. Schevchenko was guided by his instinct for self-preservation to deny his part and 
to emigrate to another part of the country, where he took a job in a factory. Thanks fo his 
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energy, the fesmer militiamen and instigator of pogroms, quickly underwent an extraordi- 
nary ansformation into a trade-anion official with promising qualities. Putting on a 
show of great proletarian enthasiasm, he worked well and never hesitated to take advantage 
of any means to advance his career, at the expense of his comrades where necessary. Then 
he joined the Party, the Institute of Red Directors, obtained various important positions at 
the head of trade unions and was finally sent to Magnitogorsk in 1931 as assistant to the 
construction director. 


"In 1935 a worker arrived from some Ukrainian village and started giving oul information 
about the activilies of Schevchenko in 1920. Schevchenke greased his palm and got him a 
good position. Bul the stories had taken root. 


“One evening, Schevchenko organised an unprecedented feasi af Magnitegorsk. The mas- 
ter of the house and his companicas ate and partied all night and for a goed part of the fel- 
lowing night =s well 

“One fine day, Schevchenke was dismissed, along with half a dozen of his immediste subor- 
dinates. 1S months later, Schevchenko went on trial and was sentenced to 10 years hard la- 
bower. 

“Schevchenko was a xsemi-bandit, a dishones! opportunisi lacking the slightes( scruple. His 
ideal. bad nothing te do with those of the founders of socialism Nevertheless, he was cer- 
tainly mol a spy in the service of Japan as his judges claimed. He had oo (lerrorist inten- 
lions foward: the government and the leaders of the party. Finally, he did nol cause the 
explosion. [Ihe reference here ts to an explosion which occurred in 1935 and killed four wor- 
kers]. 

“Some 20 people made up the Schevchenko clique. They all incurred heavy penalties. 
Some of them were abso opportunists and captains of indusiry. Others really were coanter- 
revolutionaries seeking deliberately to do everything possible te bring dewn Soviet power. 
Bat others were simply unlucky enough te werk under the orders ef a boss whe woald come 
to attract the atiention of the NKVD. Nicholas Michaelovich Udkime, ene of Schevchenke's 
colleagues, was the eldest of a Ukrainian family. He felt that the Ukraine had been con- 
quered and thal its acw masters were leading it to ruim. He thought that the capitalist sys- 
tem was betéer than socialism He was a man whe might have beiped the Germans 
*hiberate’ Ukraime im 1941. He too was condemned to 10 years of hard inbour”. (Scott, re- 
transiated from the Seuss French edition entitled Am dela de POural, cd. Marguerat, | au- 
sanne, 1945, as the onginal ts not currently availabic to us, pp. 170-5). 

Further. "Namerees were the bureaucrats whe sheok in their shoes at the time of the pur- 
ges. Officials, directors, people who had never previeesly turmed up fer work before 10 am., 
arvived there af 430 am. Formerty they had never bothered about mistakes, complaints or 
difficulties. Now, from the early bours until nightfall they were at their peata. With sincere 
zeal they ferced themseives to take care to fulfil the Pian, to effect savings, fo promote the 
well-being of their workers." (Ibid. p. 189). 

“Alexts lvanovich Pushnov, the NKVD chief in Magnitogorsk in 1937, was himself arrested 
in 1939. He was accused of excessive ardour in purging the village popalation —. “ (Ibid. 
p. 189). 

Scott makes the further point that, far from having a 'negatrve effect’, as one ts made to under- 
stand by impenalist propaganda, the purges represented a great political mobilisation of the 
masses in their millions, which strengthened the anti-impenalist and anti-fasctst consciousness 
of the working class; which compelled bureaucrats to improve their work; and which con- 
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tnbuted to improved efficiency and increased productivity. In fact, it s cvdent from Scott's 
account that the purges were an integral part of the in-depth preparation of the masses for re- 
sustance dunng the then impending war - which refutes the assertion made by Khrushchev, the 
Trotskyites and countiess other buffoons that Stalin had not prepared the country for the 
coming war. Here ss Scott: 

“Predaction im general increased between 1938 and 1941. Al the end of 1938 the adverse ef- 
fects of the purges had practically disappeared The industries of Magnitogorsk were pro- 
éucing more than their capacity. in all the factories every worker was conscious of the 
temsion that had, simce Munich, been reigning throughout the USSR. The capitalist attack 
against the Sonnet Union which has been in preparation for years will be unleashed at any mo- 
ment’, repented the radio, the press, the teachers, the orators, the Party, the Unions. Every 
yeas the national defence budget was doubled. Enormous reserves of armaments, ma- 
chines, fael and feod were stored. The Red Army grew from 2 million men in 1938 to 6 or 7 
million im the spring of 1941. The factories producing rolling stock and mechanical con- 
siructions of the Urals, of Central Asia and of Siberia worked more intensely. All this ab- 
sorbed the small ameunt of excenn prodection from which the workers had begun to benefit 
between 1935 and 1938 in the form of bicycles, watches, radio sels, and better food. (Ibid. p. 
242). 


"Im 1942 the industrial region of the Urals became the heart of Soviet resintance. its mimes, 
its factories, its depots, its field and its forests supplied the Red Army with enormous quan- 
tities of military matériel as well as all the products necessary for maintaining Stalin's mo- 
terined divisioms. At the very centre of immense Russia, an area of 800 square kilometres 
contsined enesmoes wealth in iron, coal, copper, aluminium, icad, asbesios, manganese, 
potassium, gold, silver, platinum, zinc and ofl Before 1930 these treasures were barely ex- 
pleited. During the ten years thai fellewed, factories were built. They quickly started up 
theix activities. All this was due to the political sagacity of Jaseph Stalin, to his persever- 
ance and determimation. ile has overcome all resistance in order to realixe his programme 
dexpite (antastic expenditure and extraordinary difficullies. He wanted, above all, to create 
a powerful heavy industry. He situated it in the Ural and in Siberia, thousands of kilome- 
tires away frea the neares! frontier, out of reach of any enemy. Moreover, Rassia would 
never aynin be beholden to any foreign power for practically all its rubber, chemicals, tools, 
tracters, etc. If woald produce all these things itself, thus securing its technical and mili- 
tary independence. 

“Bokherin and many other former Bolsheviks were not of the same opinion Before 
laanching this daring industrialisation programme, they wanted to secure supplies fer the 
people. One afer the other, these dissidents were reduced to silence. Stalin’s views carried 
the day. Im 1932, 56% of Russian national income was pat into reserves to meet these great 
expenditares. It was an extraordinary financial effert. In the United States, 70 years ear- 
lier, they had only iuvested 12% of theis annual national income in the greal industrial en- 
lerprises. Furthermore, most of the capital had been provided by Eurepe, while China, 
Ireland, Peland, efc. exported labour. Soviet industry was created practically withoul any 
foreign capital.” (Ibid., pp. 244-5). 

Here ts another pscoe of evidence revealing the infiltration into the Soviet apparatus at the 
highes: level by counter-revolutsonanes who, while occupying responsible positions in the 
Pasty and the adminsstration, were connected with vanous underground opposition groups 
working for the overthrow of the Soviet government. 


In 1948 Colonel Tokaev, an outstanding and brillant acronautical cngincer, highly placed in 
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the Soviet regime, defected to the West. He wrote a book entitled Comrade X - the name he 
uses in this book to shield the identity of the prominent Party member who organised an 
underground opposition to the Soviet regime, and for which Tokaev worked from the outset 
of his career in the mid-thirties. In 1946, after the defeat of Nazi Germany, Tokaev became 
Zhukov’s scientific deputy in Germany and was, according to him, given the task of enlisting 
German scientists for work on very long-range guided missiles in the USSR - a task which he 
frustrated before filecing to the West. Of course, not everything in Tokaev’s book is credit- 
worthy. What cannot be denied, however, is his account of the castence of an underground 
counter-revolutionary opposition (which, as one would expect, Tokaev refers to as the 'revol- 
ulionary democrats’), which managed to infiltrate the Party and government apparatus at all 
levels and do considerable damage to the cconomy. What also comes through Tokaev’s ac- 
count is the affinity of the vanous counter-revolutionary shades - from bourgeots nationalists 
to Bukhaninites and Trotskyites. 


Tokaev tells us of a secret meeting held in a Cnmean town by his group soon after the publica- 
tion of the Stalin Constitution. This meeting, says Tokaev, made the following analysis of the 
differences between Stalin and Bukhann: 


“Stalin aimed at one party dictatorship and complete centralisation. Bukharin envisaged 
several parties and even nationalist parties, and stood for the maximum eof decentralim- 
tion. He was also in favour of vesting authority in the various constituent republics and 
thought that the more important of these sheeld even contre! their own foreign relations. 
By 1936, Bokharin was approaching the social democratic standpoint of the left-wing so- 
clalists of the West. However, we were still deeply divided from him on many question=.~ 
(p.4). 

Tokaev vividly describes the "largid atmosphere" and the “altra-conspiratorial manner” in 
which the counter-revolutionary oppositionists in the USSR had to work. To keep intact their 
cover and high positions, they had publicly to mouth support for the Party’s policies, including 
the suppression of the counter-revolutionary opposition, while at the same time organssing the 
underground opposition aimed at overthrowing the Soviet regime. At a Party meeting, To- 
kaev was obliged to support "Vyshinsky's decision to investigate the activity of Bukharin, 
Rykov, Tomsky and Ugianov’ and to say that the “peoples of the Soviet Union and our Party 
had the right to know about the two-faced intrigues of Bukharin and Rykov —." Yet, before 
the month had ended, lokacv “presented a lengthy underground report on the political site- 
ation and the prospects ef continuing the fight in the South, particalarly in the Black Sea 
Fleet and the Sevastopol military and naval base. I(t was a very clese conference, ander the 
very noses of Yezhov and Malenkov, and Comrade X was in the chair ~. ° (p.61). 


Continues Tokaev. "Affler the close of the meeting, Comrade X informed me that Bakharin 
knew not only about my speech against him at the Party assembly, be had also been in- 
formed of Demokratov’s work in the Crimea A few days later, on September 4th, I also 
learned that before he was dismissed from the commission drafting the Constitution, 
Bekharin had studied the alternative draft prepared by Demokratov [this ts the pseudonym 
of one of the leaders of Tokaev’s counter-revolutionary group] and that among the doce- 
ments were now included a number of important observations based on our work.” (p.61). 


Tokaev informs us that by 1938, “circles clese to Comrade X had been almost completely 
wiped ovt. Most of them had been arrested in connection with the 'Right-wing deviation’. 
In fact, Comrade X's group were not Right-wing deviationists, but a military Right-wing op- 
position, which was not at all the same thing,” (p.84). 
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Ji may not be the same thing. What matters is that all the diverse counter-revolutionary 
shades, tendencies and groups were united in their hatred of the Bolshevik regime, organised 
underground activities aimed at overthrowing it, and in these activities collaborated with cach 
other at various levels. 

According to Tokacv, Bukharin’s group managed to publish the main programme in 1928. 
These were as follows: 

*(1) Net te end NEP bat to continae if for af least ten years; 


"(2) To mit the compalsory sale of farm predace to the Siste and allow free market 
prices, 
"(3) To custail the State monopoly of trade; 


“(4) While persaing indastrialization, te remember that the Revelation was made for the 
ordinary man, and that, therefore, far more energy must be given to light industry - social- 
ism is made by happy, well-fed men, not stasving beggars, 

"(5) Teo halt the compulsory collectivisation of agricaltare and the destruction of the kn- 
Inks.” (p86). 


He goes on: 

"The UNDERGROUND opposition to which I belonged had resumed active werk im 1933 — 
Contacts inside the Kremlin were essential to us .. Gardinashvili (Beria’s assistant] belped 
me to become a frequent visitor af private parties where I was able to pet a fair iden of what 
the leaders of the oligarchy knew and thought .. ° (Chapter 15). 

"In April [1939] we held a congress of underground oppositionist leaders te review the pesi- 
tion at home and abroad. Apart from revoletionary democrats there were present two so- 
cialists and two Right-wing military opposilionists, one of whom called himeelf a popalar 
democrat-decentralist. The meeting was condacted by Belimsky, behind whem was Com- 
rade X. We passed a resolation for the first time defining Stalinism as counter- revolation- 
ary fascism, a fascist betrayal of the working class. | wonder if the reader can enmdersiand 
the gravity of the charge, the beart-csearching or the hatred which decided as to make it. 
“The resolution was immediately communicated to prominent personalities ef both Party 
and Government and similar conferences were organised in ether centres — * (p.156). 

And: "Our purpose this time was not only to hold discussions. We had moved a decisive 
step further: we wenl to assess the chances of an armed aprising against Sielin in the im- 
mediate future.” (ibid). 

After the above 'Congress’, Tokacv was sent by his counter-revolutionary group to Leningrad, 
where he stayed in the Red Army hotel and "met a high-ranking officer whose undergroand 
name was Smoliasky.” (p.156). 

During this meeting, Tokaev suggested that Zhdanov be assassinated as Kirov had been in 
193A: 

“ .. [Djo you think that in our present conditions we ought fo remove certain tyrants? 
What if the shot of 1934 were repeated in 1939" (p.157). 

Tokacv informs us that, as terrorism was not part of his group's programme, his suggestion, as 
he would have us believe, made in the heat of the moment, was rejected. What is interesting, 
however, is that he makes the admission that ° — there have been many successfei and an- 
successful acts of terrorism against the Stalin regime,” adding, not very convincingly, “not 
one of them has been the work of the men grouped round Comrade X" (p.157). 
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The Soviet victory in the Second World War brought the prestige of the CPSU and of Stalin to 
soaring heights, which of course created a near impossible situation for the counter-revol- 
utionanes opposed to the regime: 

"By 1945 the danger of being misanderstood was to be so great that | found myself saying 
that we anti-Stalinists had better once again lie low and wait for better times. 


"In short, as the war drew fo its close, those of us who were still ant!-Stalinists and had kept 
our sense of the objective facts, found ourselves more and more isolated. The Air Force offi- 
cers who in 1941 had tried to get me to join them in an ant!-Stalin coup (tried as passionate - 
ly in 1944 to convince me that there could new be no reason to object to Stalin's rule ... In 
1943 and 1944 I do not think that there was a trace of opposition in the USSR. Men who 
had been in opposition to Stalin were ashamed of what they had done...” (pp.252-3). 


Finally a few quotations from Alexander Zinoviev, who in 1939 was a bnilliant secondary 
school pupil aged 17 years. In his book, published in 1990, he says: 
"I was a convinced anti-Stalinist from the age of 17. The idea of assassinating him per- 
vaded my thoughts and feelings. We studied the ‘technical’ possibilities for an assassina- 
tion. We went on to make practical preparations.” (Les Confessions dan Hemme de Trop, 
ed Olmer Orban, Paris, 1990 - extract translated from the French). 


Continues Zinoviev. 


"The idea of the assassination of Stalin pervaded my thoughts and feelings. I was already 
inclined to terrorism — We studied the possibilities fer an assassination: during a parade in 
Red Square we would provoke an artificial commotion which woald allow me, armed with a 
pistol and with grenades, fo get closer to the leaders.” 

He says: "I considered myself a neo-anarchisf’ (p.126). He read widely the writings of Ba- 
kunin and Kropotkin, and then those of Zheliabov and the populists (pp. 110 and 118). “The 
idea of the dictatorship of the proletariat was an ineptitade.” (p.115). 

“If they had condemmed me to death in 1939,” adds Zinovicv, “that decision would have been 
fair. I had conceived the pian to kill Stalin, and this was a crime, was if nof? (p.120). 


in 1993, seeing the error of his ways, Zinoviev in an interview made the following remarkable 
observation: 


“While Stalin was still alive, I saw things differently. Bat now that I have a bird's cye view 
over the centary as a whole, I say: Stalin was the greatesi personality of oar centary, the 
greatest political genias. Adopting a scientific altitade towards someone is something dif- 
ferent from personal attitudes.” (Interview Hamo, 25 February, 1993, pp. 48-49). 


2. The history of revolution so far has not produced, nor will it produce, a single case where 
revolutionaries dic calling themselves counter-revolutionanies in order to discredit someone 
else. Revolutionaries have died in the past, and will dic in the future, in order to further the 
cause they believe in. But in dying for their cause they will die a hero's death and not the 
death of a cnminal. The absurdity put forward by the Que Faire group is ‘worthy’ of the sen- 
ous consideration of a bourgeois psychiatrist and not of serious revolutionanies. 


3 It would be out of place to give the reasons for Kautsky’s degeneration here. Comrades 
should read Lenin's State and Revolution and The Proletarian Revolution and the Renegade 
Kautsky in order to acquaint themselves with these reasons. 

4 By way of exposing the duality of Trotskyism, Comrade Stalin at the 16th Party Congress in 
1930 pointed out that this duality "explains the fact that Trotskyism" (masked capitulation) 
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"usually crowns its 'farious’ attacks spon the Right deviators by entering into a bloc with 
these capitulators without masks.“ 


‘The Trotskyites as well as the Rights are capitulators. The Trotskyites are capitulators behind 
the mask of hystencal, provocative, ‘revolutionary phrases, while the Rights are capitulators 
without masks. 

5. In his message to the Central Committee of the Communist Party of Spain addressed to 
Comrade Jose Diaz, Comrade Stalin said: 

"The tollers of the Soviet Union are merely fulfilling their duty in giving all the assistance 
they can to the revolutionary masses of Spain’ They fully realise that the liberation of 
Spain from the yoke of fascist reactionaries is not the private affair of the Spaniards, bat 
the common cause of the whole of advanced and progressive humanity.“ 


6. See Part V of the current volume. 


Part IV 


Two Lines on the Chinese Revolution: 


The Line of the Comintern 
and the 
Line of the Trotskyist Opposition 


"Stalin is the true friend of the cause of liberation of 
the Chinese people. No attempt to sow dissension, 
no lies and calumnies, can affect the Chinese 
people’s whole-hearted love and respect for Stalin 
and our genuine friendship for the Soviet Union." 

- Mao Zedong 


Chapter 13 


TROTSKYISM IN RELATION TO 
THE INTERNATIONAL COMMUNIST 
MOVEMENT 


é alg are a number of questions that one could consider under this head- 
ing - questions such as, for example, the Chinese Revolution and the line 
of the Trotskyist opposition and the line of the Communist International 
(Comintern) in regard to this revolution; the question of the Spanish Civil 
War; the "Hitler- Stalin’ Pact, etc. These issues have caused furious disputes 
and confusion in the past, and they still are of tremendous importance and 
interest m the international working-class movement. These issues are of 
great importance for the reason that, unless the working-class movement 
learns its lessons from its past history, it will not be able to avoid and elimi- 
nate its own mistakes, and without the elimination of these mistakes it will 
find difficult, if not impossible, the achievement of further successes. How- 
ever, I cannot, with justice, deal with all these important questions at one 
meeting. I have, therefore, decided to concentrate on just one of these is- 
sues at this meeting, namely, the question of the Chinese Revolution and the 
line of the Trotskyist opposition (Trotsky, Zinoviev and Radek) and that of 
the Comintern in regard to it. This question is of great importance for the 
purpose of refuting the Trotskyist and other anti-Leninist elements who 
continue to say that the Comintern and the "Stalinist bureaucracy" i.e. the 
Communist Party of the Soviet Union (Bolsheviks) (CPSU(B)) sold the 
Chinese Revolution and the Chinese communists down the river. It is, there- 
fore, of great interest for us to deal with the question of the Chinese Revol- 
ution and find out who exactly was it that objectively was selling the interests 
of the Chinese Revolution down the nver. 


I think it would be quite of interest to comrades to know that, as far as 
the Chinese comrades are concerned (and the Chinese comrades made a 
successful revolution, quite unlike the Trotskyites; Trotskyites have never 
ever made a successful revolution nor will they ever be able to make a revol- 
ution unless and until they shed their Trotskyism, for without shedding 
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Trotskyism and without adopting Marxism-Leninism no proletarian revol- 
ution can be made), they have a tremendous respect for the line of the Com- 
munist International and the line of Stalin. On the 60th birthday of Stalin 
this ts what Mao Tse-tung said: 

“Stalin is the leader of world revolution. This is of paramount importance. 
It is a great event that maniand is blessed with Stalin. Since we have him, 
things can go well. As you all know, Marx is dead and so are Engels and 
Lenin. Had there been no Stalin, who would be there to give directions? But 
having hirn - this is really a blessing. Now there east in the world a Soviet 
Union, a Communist Party and also a Stalin. Thus, the affairs of the world 
can go well. We must hail hin, we must support him, and we must learn from 
him .. We must learn from him in two respects: his theory and his 
work"(Qoted by Chen Po-Ta in Stalin on the Chinese Revotution).. 

This statement, as far as I am aware, has never been repudiated by Com- 
rade Mao Tse-tung, the leader of the people’s democratic revolution as well 
as the leader of the proletarian revolution in China, and thus it is the stand 
not only of Comrade Mao Tse-tung but of the Communist Party of Chma. 
Therefore, really, when the Trotskyites, who have had nothing to do with the 
Chinese Revolution except to put forward thei various ultra-‘left’ experi- 
meats in the way of objectively sabotaging the struggle of the Chinese 
people, when THEY say that the Chinese communists were sold down the 
river by the ’super-burcaucrat’ Stalin and by the "bureaucratic clique’ which 
ruled Soviet Russia, then we must not take their word. 

The Trotskyite pronouncements are nothing but lies, nothmg but a cover 
and a camouflage for their own activity which, as we showed at the last 
mecting by reference to the mass of evidence and the admissions of the 51 
accused at the 3 Moscow trials, was counter-revolutionary. The Moscow 
trials showed that Trotskyism had, because it followed a counter-revolution- 
ary policy, landed up in counter-revolutionary practice, and when it found 
that its own forces were insufficient it made an alliance with fascist states 
hike Germany and Japan. This has been proved beyond doubt. And there- 
fore when the Trotskyites assert today, as did Trotsky and the rest of the op- 
position in the CPSU(B) during the twenties and thisties of this century, 
that the Chinese communists were sold down the river, we ought not to be- 
heve them. On the contrary, it is our paramount duty to repudiate them. In 
order to do just that we have to study Trotskyism, study Marxism-Leninism, 
study the concrete development of events both i the USSR and m the 
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world, and then on the basis of this study and mvestigation specifically prove 
why Trotskyism was counter-revolutionary. We have proved that Trotskyism 
was counter-revolutionary in the Sovict Union - now let us prove that Trot- 
skyism was also counter-revolutionary in regard to, for cxample, the ques- 
tion of the Chinese Revolution. 

As far as the question of the Chinese Revolution is concerned - Trotsky 
and Zinoviev and the rest of the opposition in the CPSU(B) ncver ever 
ceased attacking Comrade Stalin, attacking the Central Commuttee of the 
CPSU(B), and attacking the Executive Committee of the Communsst Inter- 
national for putting forward a policy which they alleged meant support for 
the national bourgeoisie in China. Actually this allegation of the oppesition 
in the Soviet Union was nothing but an out-and-out fabrication and a slan- 
der. In fact the policy of the Communist International, of the CPSU(B), and 
of Stalin, was that of utilising the national bourgeoisie in China for extend- 
ing and widening the scope of the revolution. It was a policy of making usc 
of the national bourgeoisie im the anti-imperialist struggle that was then 
being waged by the Chinese pcople, and at that particalar time the Chinese 
national bourgeoisie was actually waging a struggic against onperilism. 
This was the policy of the Communist International and as Comrade Stalin 
said: 

“It is a misfortune of the opposition that it cannot manage without. tittle- 
tattle and distortion". 

Yes - indeed it is a misfortune of not only the Trotskyite opposition - it is 
a misfortune of all dishonest albances and oppositions. It ts a misfortune of 
all counter-revolutionaries and opportunists that they cannot do without 
tittle-tattle. We find these in the ‘left? movement today - do we not find the 
present-day Trotskyites indulging im this tittle-tattle? Do we not find the 
friends of the Trotskyites in the anti-revisionist movement itself? 


The Comintern’s Analysis of the Chinese Revolution 


What was the analysis of the Comimtern as regards the Chinese Revol- 
ution? The Comintern put forward the following analysis as regards the 
Chinese Revolution, as regards the character and prospects of the Chinese 
Revolution. The Comintern held that the main character of the Chinese 
Revolution was anti-feudal, because feudalism and the survivals of feudal- 
ism were the most predominant factor im the Chinese countryside. Chana, at 
that time, had a population of roughly 400/450 million people, out of which 
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350 or 400 million people (depending on what the population was) lived in 
the countryside. Roughly 90% of the people were peasants who were ex- 
ploited to the hilt by feudalism and, therefore, the most predominant fea- 
ture of the Chinese Revolution was the fight against feudalism. In other 
words, the Chinese Revolution, according to the Comintern analysis, was an 
agrarian revolution spearheaded against feudalism and against, of course, 
the entire militarist-burcaucratic structure which rested on this feudal struc- 
ture. This was the character of the Chinese Revolution. 


What is an agrarian revolution? An agrarian revolution is nonsensical to 
talk about unless it is directed against feudalism. One cannot talk about a 
revolution being agrarian unless that particular revolution is directed 
against feudalism. An agrarian revolution is the basis and content of the 
bourgeois-democratic revolution. 


A bourgeois-democratic revolution, as it used to be called in the old 
days, is now called a people’s democratic revolution. We call it a people’s 
democratic revolution because it is headed by the proletariat rather than by 
the bourgeoisie, because only the proletariat in colonial and semi-colonial 
countries is interested in the thorough-going compiction of a bourgeois- 
democratic revolution, and, therefore, it is the only force that can lead a 
bourgeois-democratic revolution. More than that, the proletariat is the only 
force that can lead the people from the bourgeois- democratic stage to the 
socialist stage of the revolution, whereas the bourgeoisie, at some stage or 
other, compromises with impenalism and also with feudalism. As, in the last 
analysis, it is the proletariat that leads the struggle for a bourgeois- demo- 
cratic revolution, we call it a people’s democratic revolution. 

The revolution in China was of a bourgeois-democratic nature, or what 
we now call a people’s democratic nature, at that particular time. The 
spearhead of the struggle was directed against feudalism. But the bour- 
geois-democratic revolution in China was not of the old type - it wasn’t a 
bourgeois-democratic revolution like any previous bourgeois-democratic 
revolution that had happened, for example, in England. 

In England the bourgeois-democratic revolution was of an entirely dif- 
ferent type from the bourgeois-democratic revolution in China. Why? - be- 
cause in China and in any other backward and semi- colonial country, as 
China was at that particular time, the bourgcois-democratic revolution can- 
not fail to be also an anti- imperialist revolution. Why? - because it is im- 
perialism that supports the whole structure of feudalism, the whole fabric of 
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feudalism. It is umperialism that fosters, inspires, supports and preserves 
feudalism and struggles on the side of feudalism. That is a fact - and there- 
fore if people in any colonial or semi- colonial country (like China was at 
that pasticular time) want to fight against feudalism, they cannot but at the 
same time be involved in a revolutionary fight for the overthrow of umperial- 
ism, because the interests of imperialism are inextricably intertwined with 
the interests of the feudal ruling class. Therefore the bourgeois-democratic 
revolution in China, according to the Comintern’s line, was also an anti-im- 
perialist revolution. 


Trotsky’s Analysis of the Chinese Revolution 


What was the Trotskyite opposition’s viewpoint as to the character of 
the Chinese Revolution? It would be of intcrest to know the position of 
Trotsky and hence of the rest of the opposition. Trotsky under-estimated 
and gave no decisive importance to the strength of feudalism. According to 
him, feudalism wasn’t of any particular importance. He maintained that the 
main reason for the Chinese Revolution was China’s state- customs depend- 
ence on the imperialist countnes, and that, according to Trotsky, was what 
made the Chinese Revolution an anti-impenialist revolution. So the Trot- 
skyite position was that the Chinese Revolution was a revolution for state- 
customs autonomy, a revolution to abolish the state-customs dependence on 
imperialism. There were various unequal treaties imposed on the Chinese 
ruling class by imperialism and, according to Trotsky, the Chinese Revol- 
ution was anti-imperialist because it was meant to abolish these unequal 
treaties. This was the position that Trotsky held on the character of the 
Chinese Revolution. 


Trotsky gave no importance whatsoever to the survivals of feudalism, to 
the fact that the entire military-bureaucratic structure - the warlords and 
everything else - was built on top of feudalism. Trotsky and the rest of the 
opposition failed to see that feudalism and feudal survivals were the most 
predominant feature in the Chinese countryside. Permit me to refer to the 
thesis which Trotsky submitted in May 1927 to the Central Committee of 
the CPSU(B) and to the Executive Committee of the Comintern. Here is 
what Trotsky says in his thesis: 

"Fundamentally untenable is Bukharin’s attempt to justify his opportunist 
compromising line by references to the alleged predominaung role of ‘feudal 
survivals’ in China’s economy. Even if Bukhanin's estirnate of the Chinese 
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economy were based upon an economic analysis, and not upon scholastic de- 
finitions, all the sarne, feudal survival’ could not justify the policy which so 
manifestly facilitated the April Coup. The Chinese revolution bears a national 
bourgeois character for the basic reason that the development of the productive 
forces of Chinese capitalism is being blocked by China’s State-customs de- 
pendence on the iunperialist countries” (Trotsky: The Chinese Revolution and 
Stalin’s Theses) (my emphasis - HB). 

One could not ask for, let alone get, clearer evidence as to what Trotsky 
thought of the Chinese Revolution. He characterises the Chinese Revol- 
ution as an anti-’state-customs dependence’ revolution, a revolution which is 
directed against imperialism for just one purpose, that is, to abolish the un- 
equal treaties which made China dependent on various imperialist countries 
im regard to state-customs. 

What we have here m Trotsky’s theses is a denial of the predominating 
role of the survivals of feudalism in China. According to Trotsky, the feudal 
survivals. in China are insignificant, they are of no consequence. I keep on 
reiterating it, because it is the crux of the matter, because unless and until 
one is able to define the character of a revolution, the successful outcome of 
the revolution is simply out of the question. Trotsky’s theses are an cloquent 
proof that he failed to realise that in the Chinese countryside the war-lords, 
the various military governors, fleeced the people, exploited the people to 
the hilt; that the sale of women and girls was still practised in China - and 
yet to Trotsky feudal survivals did not matter in the Chmese countryside. 
Such was Trotsky’s viewpoint on the character of the Chinese revolution. 

Stalin was absolutely nght in characterising this viewpoint as "that of a 
state counsellor of 'His Highness’ Chang Tso- lin". That ts absolutely correct, 
because Trotsky had indeed slid over to the viewpoint of the officials of ’His 
Highness’ Chang Tso-lin. Why? - because even the most rabid reactionaries 
like Chang Tso-lin and Chiang Kai-shek actually did put forward the de- 
mand that the unequal treaties imposed by imperialism on China should be 
abolished. Surely the proletariat must be able to go farther than that. 

Here we have the ultra-’left’ phrasemongerer, Trotsky himself, saying 
that the only thing about the Chinese Revolution is the abolition of the 
state-customs treaties. As Stalin put it: 

“If Trotsky’s viewpoint is correct, then it must be admitted that Chang Tso- 
lin and Chiang Kai-shek are right in not desiring either an agrarian or @ wor- 
kers’ revolution and in striving only for the abolition of the unequal treaties 


Chapter 13 TROTSKYISM IN RELATION TO THE 341 
INTERNATIONAL COMMUNIST MOVEMENT 


and the establishment of customs autonomy for Ching" (Stalin’s emphasis). 

And farther, by way of comparison and summing up the line of the Co- 
mintern and of Trotsky, continues Stalin: 

“Thus we have two basic lines: 

"(a) the line of the Comintern, which takes into account the eastence of 
feudal survivals in China, as the predominant form of oppression, the decisive 
importance of the powerful agrarian movernent, the connection of the feudal 
survivals with imperialism, and the bourgeois-democratic character of the 
Chinese revolution with its struggle spearheaded against unperialism; 

“(b) the line of Trotsky, which denies the predominant iunportance of feu- 
dal-militarist oppression, fails to appreciate the decisive importance of the ag- 
rarian revolutionary movement in China, and attributes the anti-imperialist 
character of the Chinese revolution solely to the interests of Chinese capital- 
ism, which is demanding customs independence for China. 

"The basic error of Trotsky (and hence of the opposition) is that he under- 
estimates the agrarian revolution in China, does not understand the bourgeois- 
democratic character of that revolution, denies the existence of the 
preconditions for an agrarian movernent in China, embracing many millions, 
and underestimates the role of the peasantry in the Chinese revolution” (Stalin: 
Revolution in China and the Tasks of the Comintern, speech delivered at the 
10th sitting of the 8th plenum of the Executive Committee of the Commun- 
ist International (ECCT), May 24, 1927). 


But most of you will know that this particular viewpoint of Trotsky, his 
poob-poohing the influence of feudalism in Chinese society, his pooh-poob- 
ing the influence of the survivals of feudalism in the Chinese countryside, is 
not new to Trotsky. The whole theory of ’permanent revolution’ is a denial 
of the role of the peasantry. In fact, one of the characteristic features of 
Trotskyism throughout its fight against Bolshevism - against Leninism - has 
been its underestimation, its denial, of the role of the peasantry. This under- 
estimation, this denial of the role of the peasantry lies at the heart of the 
theory of ’permanent revolution’. It is the theory of ’permanent revolution’. 
It is the theory of ’permanent revolution’, with its underestimation, its de- 
nial, of the role of the peasantry, which alone can explain the degencration 
of Trotskyism which ended up by making an alliance with fascism. The the- 
ory of permanent revolution’ could not but cause Trotsky to deny the role 
of the peasantry. It was not the first time that Trotsky was denying the role 
of the peasantry when he failed to see the feudal survivals in China. Trotsky 
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had done the same in 1905. He repeated his ’original’ error just before the 
February revolution of 1917 in Russia. Trotsky asserted that because of the 
continued differentiation among the peasantry, the domination of impenial- 
ism, and because the proletariat was pitted against the bourgeoisie (since 
“unperialism pits, not the bourpeois nation against the old regime, but the 
proletariat against the bourgeois nation": Trotsky), the role of the Russian 
peasantry would decline - that the Russian peasantry would no longer play 
the important role assigned to it formerly - and that consequently the ag- 
rarian revolution would no longer have the importance hitherto attributed 
to it. 


Allow me, comrades, to quote Lenin’s reply to these absurdly ‘left’ asser- 
tions of Trotsky’s. In an article written in 1915, this is what Lenin had to say 
on the role of the peasantry in the bourgeois-democratic revolution in Rus- 
sia: 

"This original theory of Trotsky’s {| referring to Trotsky’s permanent rev- 
olution’] borrows from the Bolsheviks their call for a resolute revolutionary 
struggle by the proletariat and for the conquest of political power by the latter, 
and from the Mensheviks the ‘denial’ of the role of the peasantry. The peas- 
antry, he says, has split up into strata, has become differentiated, its potential 
revolutionary role has steadily declined; a ‘national’ revolution is impossible in 
Russia; ‘We are living in the era of tnpenalismn’ and ‘unperialism pits, not the 
bourgeois nation against the old regime, but the proletariat against the bour- 
geots nation’. 

“Here we have an amusing example of ‘word juggling’: unperialism! If, in 
Russia, the proletariat is already pitted against the bourgeois nation’, then that 
means that Russia is directly facing a socialist revolugion !! Then the slogan, 
‘confiscation of the landlords’ land’ (which Trotsky, after the Conference of 
January, 1912, put forward again in 1915) is untrue, and we must speak not of 
a ‘revolutionary workers’ government, but of a workers’ ’socialist’ government I! 
To what lengths Trotsky’s confusion goes may be seen from his phrase that the 
proletariat would, by its determination, carry along with it the ‘non-proletanian 
(!) popular masses’ (No 217) I! Trotsky has not stopped to think that if the 
proletariat carries along with it the non-proletarian masses of the countryside 
for confiscation of the landlords’ land and overthrows the monarchy, that will 
be completion of the ipupsigueain mpaidacenia in Russia, that will be the 


"The whole pee the great decade - 1905-1915 - has demonstrated that 
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there are two, and only two, class lines for the Russian revolution. The dif- 
ferentiation of the peasantry has intensified the class struggle within it, has 
awakened very many politically dormant elements, has brought the rural prole- 
tariat closer to the urban proletanat (the Bolsheviks have been insisting on the 
separate organisation of the former since 1906, and introduced this dernand in 
the resolution of the Stockholm, Menshevik Congress). But the antagonism be- 
tween the ‘peasantry’ and the Markovs-Romanovs-Khvostovs has become 
stronger, more developed, more acute. This truth is so obvious that eyen thou- 
sands of phrases in scores of Trotsky’s Paris articles cannot ‘refute’ it. Trotsky 
is in fact helping the liberal labour politicians in Russia who understand 'de- 
nial’ of the role of the peasantry to mean refusal to rouse the peasants to revol- 
ution! And that just now is the cnax of the matter” (Lenin) 

As Stalin said: 

"It is this peculiarity of Trotsky’s scheme - the fact that he sees the bour- 
geoisie and sees the proletariat, but does not notice the peasantry and does not 
understand its role in the bourgeois-democratic revolution - it is precisely this 
peculianty that constitutes the opposition’s principal error on the Chinese 
question. 

"It is just this that constitutes the 'serni-Menshevism’ of Trotsky and of the 
opposition in the question of the character of the Chinese revolution. 

“From this principal error stem all the other errors of the opposition, all the 
confusion in its theses on the Chinese question" (Stalin: Revolution in China 
and the Tasks of the Comintern, speech delivered on 24th May 1927). 

Comrade Stalin’s characterisation of the position of the Trotskyite oppo- 
sition on the question of the character of the Chinese Revolution is abso- 
lutely correct. In a country where peasant masses constituted, as they did in 
China in 1927, 90% of the population, where feudal survivals were the most 
predominant factor, anyone who denied the role of feudal survivals, anyone 
who denied that the nature of the revolution in China was anti- feudal, was 
actually meaning to demobilise the peasantry, was helping (whether he 
wished that or not) Chiang Kai-shek and ’His Highness’ Chang Tso-lin and 
his officials. He was actually saying that, since the Chinese Revolution was 
not anti-feudal, the masses of the people, the peasant millions, could not be 
roused to revolution in this agrarian revolution which was directed against 
feudalism and against imperialism. What did Trotsky’s assertion that the 
anti-imperialist character of the Chinese Revolution was solely attributable 
to the interests of Chinese capitalism, which was then demanding the aboli- 
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c i talis jution. Why? Because it was 
oahy the Chiacerhemrscoie, oaly the Ciisay Kai-shoks aod Chaex Tan 
lins, who were reallly interested in the abolition of the unequal treaties mm- 
posed by imperialism, and in the establishment of customs autonomy. Why 
should the proletariat and the broad masses of peasantry be particularly in- 
terested in a revolution whose sole aim was the establishment of customs 
autonomy for China? Therefore, whosoever asserted that the real purpose 
of the revolution was to achicve customs independence, that this was the 
main content of the Chinese Revolution, that the Chinese Revolution was 
anti-imperialist only because of the issuc of the unequal treaties imposed on 
the Chinese capitalists, then, surely, he was rendering direct support to the 
Chinese Chang Tso-lins, to the Chinese Chiang Kai-sheks, because he was 
thereby disorganising, demobilising, or, refusing to mobilise, the peasantry 
in the agrarian revolution and also ensuring that the leadership of the revol- 
ution remained in the hands of the bourgeotsie, since only the latter were m- 
terested in customs autonomy. This ts exactly how matters stand, comrades. 
This was the chief error of the Trotskyist opposition in the Sovict Union on 
the question of the Chinese Revolution. And from this chief error, from 
their wrong analysis of the Chinese Revolution, flow the other crrors and 
confusion, all the misfortunes of the opposition. 


Other Errors of the Trotskyist Opposition 


What were the other errors, the other misfortunes of the opposition? 
What were the other wrong conclusions that it came to? Because of its 
wrong analysis of the character of the Chinese Revolution, the opposition 
always advocated an erroneous policy. Let us deal with some of the mport- 
ant errors of the opposition. 


Error 1: Trotsky’s “fogica/ incongruity" towards Wuhan 


In the period of the all-national united front (the Canton period), 
particularly the period between 1925 and 12th April 1927, for some time 
Trotsky and the rest of the opposition demanded that the communists 
should withdraw from the Kuomintang. 

First, a few words about the Kuomintang in this period: it was a bloc of 
several oppressed classes - it was a bloc of the national bourgeossie, of the 
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urban poor, of the peasantry, of the petty- bourgeois intelligentsia, and of 
the proletariat. It was a bloc of basically four classes. Between 1925 and 
April 12th, 1927, the national bourgeoisie played a progressive role (of this 
more later on). 

Trotsky demanded that the proletariat, the Communist Party of China 
(CPC), should withdraw from the Kuomintang. Why? - because, according 
to him, the bourgeoisie was always counter- revolutionary. Trotsky obviously 
had the Russian revolution as the model (Trotsky had proved himself to be 
wrong as regards the Russian revolution, but anyway once the Russian rev- 
olution was successful, following Lenin’s thesis, Trotsky then takes the Rus- 
sian revolution as the model for every other country) failing to realise that 
Russia was an imperialist country, whereas China was an oppressed country 
at that particular time; that the bourgeoisie of an mperialist country, which 
is counter- revolutionary through and through, could not be compared with 
the bourgeoisie of an oppressed country, which has its own grudges and 
grouses against imperialism. It also has reason and cause to fight against im- 
perialism, and therefore, Sie a ESRI gE 


proldianiat Nobody i is saying that a reaiponaiy alliance saecee rl eoists 
riat and the bourgeoisie demands that the prolctanat should merge with the 
bourgeoisie. No, comrades. This ts not a communist concept of such an al- 
liance. Our concept of an alliance with the bourgeoisie is that the proletanat 
at no time must be hindered in its work of organising independently, orga- 
nising the proletariat, organising the peasantry, organising the broad masses 
of the people under its own independent programme. And as long as the 
CPC was in the Kuomintang, not only was it not hindered in the work of in- 
dependently organising the broad masses of people for revolution, but, in 
fact, by the very fact of belonging to the Kuomintang its actual ability to 
organise independently and lead the masses was enhanced (and I will come 
to that later on). 


In April 1927 the national bourgeoisie deserted the revolution when on 
12th April 1927 it launched its coup. The nght-wing of the Kuomintang led 
by Chiang Kai-shek started massacring the communists. The national bour- 
geoisie set up its counter- revolutionary centre in Nanking. So the national 
bourgeoisie from 12th April 1927 no longer was on the side of the Chinese 
Revolution - it had sided with counter-revolution and impenalism. What 
was it that caused the desertion of the national bourgeoisie? It was the fear 
of the agrarian revolution, and, secondly, the pressure put on the Chiang 
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Kai-shek clique by imperialism m Shanghai. 

After the desertion of the revolution by the national bourgeossie, the left 
wing of the Kuomintang set up its revolutionary centre in Wuhan. Wuhan 
became the base for the maxmum development of the agrarian revolution, 
which was led by the Communsst Party. How did the Trotskyist opposity,n 
characterise Wuhan, and what was ifs attitude to Wuhan? Trotsky described 
Wuhan as a fiction". Though Trotsky describes Wuhan as a ‘fiction", he 
docs not advocate the withdrawal from this ‘fiction *, of the CPC, which was 
at that time allied with the left wing of the Kuomintang in Wuhan. 

Permit me to quote a passage from Stalim’s speech, which aptly describes 
Trotsky’s attitude - “this Togical’ incongruity* - towards Wuhan. Here ts what 

“Let us assume that Wuhan is a fiction. But if Wuhan is a fiction, why does 
Trotsky not insist on a determined struggle against Wuhan? Since when have 
communists been supporting fictions, participating in fictions, standing at the 
head of fictions, and so on? Is it not a fact that the cornmunists are duty 
bound to fight against fictions? Is it not a fact that if communists refrained 
from fighting against fictions, it would mean deceiving the proletariat and the 
peasantry? Why, then, does Trotsky not propose that the communists should 
Kuomimitang and the Wuhan Government? Why does Trotsky propose that 
they should remain within Gus fiction, and not withdraw from it? Where is the 
logic in this? 

"Is not this logical’ incongruity to be explained by the fact that Trotsky took 
up a swaggering attitude towards Wuhan and called it a fiction, and then got 
cold feet and shrank from drawing the appropriate conclusion from his 
theses?” 

Such ts the position of Trotsky on the question of Wuhan. 

Let us now deal with Zinoviev’s position which was even more peculiar. 
Zinoviev described the Wuhan government as a Kemalist government; a 
government of the 1920 period m Turkey, led by Kemal. This description of 
the Wuhan government as a Kemalist government arose directly from the 
fact that the opposition (Zimoviev, Radek and Trotsky) at one time confused 
the Chinese Revolution with the Kemalist revolution in Turkey. 

What 1s a Kemalist revolution? It is a revolution of the upper stratum, of 
the merchant bourgeoisie against imperialism, which from its very begining 
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is directcd agatnst the workers and peasants. It is a revolution that gets 
stuck at its very first stage and the question of it passing into a socialist rev- 
olution simply does not arise. A Kemalist government, therefore, is a gov- 
ernment that does not fight against feudalism. Such a government fights 
against workers and peasants and, therefore, there is no place for commun- 
ists in such a government. If one really believed that the Wuhan government 
was a Kemalist government; then, one could arrive only at the conclusion 
that a determined struggle against Wuhan - the overthrow of the Wuhan 
Government - was absolutely necessary. As Stalin said: 

“But that is what ordinary people, with ordinary hurnan logic, might think. 

That is not how Zinoviev thought. He characterised the Wuhan govern- 
ment as a Kemalist government. The conclusion to be drawn from it: a 
determined struggle against Wuhan, the overthrow of the Wuhan govern- 
ment. But Zimovicv not only does not advocate the overthrow of the Wuhan 
government. He actually demands that most energetic support be given to 
it. Here ts what Zinowviev said im his thesis, distributed at the plenum of the 
Centra] Committee of the CPSU m April 1927: 

“It ts necessary to render the most energetic and all round assistance to 
Hankow' and to organise resistance from there against the Cavaignacs. In the 
unmediate future efforts should be concentrated precisely on facilitating or- 
ganisation and consolidation in Hankow." 

Stalin’s comment on this peculiar stand of Zinoviev was: 

"Understand that if you can!” 

Yes, comrades, understand that if you can! 

Trotsky said that Wuhan was a “fiction”, that "so far it [Wuhan] is nothing, 
or practically nothing’. The conclusion to be drawn from this: a determincd 
struggle against Wuhan, the overthrow of the Wuhan government, a deter- 
mined strugpic against this ‘fiction” and the withdrawal of the communists 
from this fiction". But Trotsky did not advocate such a struggle against this 
"fiction". 

Zanoviev characterised the Wuhan government as a Kemalist govern- 
ment. The conclusion to be drawn from this: the immediate withdrawal of 
the communists from this Kemalist government and an “energetic” struggic 
against this government for its overthrow. But this is not the conclusion, 
which could only be arrived at "by ordinary people with ordinary human 
logic’, that Zanoviev arrived at. He, arrived at the conclusion that this gov- 
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ernment must be rendered "the most energetic and all round assistance”. 
Understand that, comrades, if you can! 


Trotsky and Zinoviev, having described the Wuhan government as a "fic- 
tion" and a Kemalist government, did not advocate a determined struggle 
against this “fiction”, against this Kenalist set up. Having described the 
Wuhan government in the above terms, Trotsky and Zinoviev began to have 
cold feet, and did not draw the only possible conclusion from their own 
characterisation of the Wuhan government as a “fiction” and a Kemalist gov- 
ermmment; namely, that it was necessary to wage a determined struggle 
against this ‘fiction" and Kemalist set-up. Instead they wanted the Chinese 
communists to participate in the Wuhan government and said that "the most 
energetic and all round assistance” should be given to this "fiction", this Ke- 
malist government. Such is the confusion in which the Trotskyist opposition 
found itself. Such is the phrasemongering to which the Trotskyist opposition 
was bound to resort, because it had made a wrong analysis of the character 
and prospects of the Chinese Revolution, because the starting point of the 
Opposition was the “absurdly left" theory of ’permanent revolution’, from 
which theory stem all the misfortunes and tragedies, all the errors - major 
and minor - of the opposition. 


This is how Stalin sums up the confusion of the opposition on the point 
under discussion: 

"What does all this show? It shows that the opposition has got entangled in 
contradictions. It has lost the capacity to think logically, it has lost all sense of 
perspective. 

“Confusion of mind and loss of all sense of perspective on the Wuhan 
question - such is the position of Trotsky and the opposition, if confusion can 
be descnbed as a position at all”. 

Let us now pass on to the second error of the opposition, an error which 
also resulted from the wrong analysis of the opposition on the question of 
the Chinese Revolution. 


Error 2: The opposition’s demand for the establishment of the 
Soviets while the communists participated in the Wuhan 
government. 


At the very time that the opposition was demanding that the Wuhan gov- 
ernment be "enerpetically” supported (see Zinoviev’s thesis above) it also de- 
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mandcd the immediate establishment of the Soviets of workers’ and pcas- 
ants’ deputies in China. 

What does the creation of Soviets mean? The special thesis of the 2nd 
Congress of the Comintern in regard to the question of Soviets says quite 
categorically that: 

"Without a proletanan revolution Soviets inevitably turn into a travesty of 
Soviets" (Special Thesis of the 2nd Congress of the Communist Interna- 
uonal: When and in what circumstances Soviets of workers’ and deputies may 
be formed). 

What, then, is the significance of forming Soviets? What ts their pur- 
pose? The purpose of the Soviets is to bring into existence the organs of rev- 
olutonary struggle for a determined struggle against the existing 
government, a determined struggle for the overthrow of the existing system - 
the existing power. If the Soviets are not in existence for that purpose, if 
they are not the organisational centres for the revolution, if in fact (and this 
is a most important aspect of Soviets) they are not the organs of an uprising 
against the existing state system, then, they are bound to degenerate and 
become empty chat-shops, empty playthings. 

Here is what Lenin said on the question of the formation of Soviets of 
workers’ deputies: 

"Soviets of workers’ deputies are organs of direct struggle of the masses,... It 
was not some kind of theory, not appeals on somebody’s part, not tactics of 
somebody’s invention, not a party doctrine, but the logic of facts that faced 
these non-Party, mass organs with the necessity of an uprising, and made thern 
organs of an uprising. And to establish such organs at the present time would 
mean creating organs of an uprising and to call for their establishment would 
mean calling for an uprising. To forget this, or to veil it from the eyes of the 
broad mass of the people would be the most unpardonable shortsightedness 
and the worst of polictes". 

And further: 

"The whole experience of both revolutions, that of 1905 and that of 1917, 
and all the decisions of the Bolshevik Party, all its political staternents for 
many years past, boil down to this - that a Soviet of Workers’ and Soldiers’ De- 
puties is practicable only as the orpan_ of an upnsing, only as an organ _of revol- 
utionary power. If this is not their purpose, Soviets become empty playthings 
that are bound to lead to apathy, indifference and disillusionment among the 
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masses, who quite naturally become fed up with the endless repetition of resol- 
utions and protests”. 

This being so, the call for the formation of the Soviets of workers’ and 
peasants’ deputies in the spring of 1927 in the area of the Wuhan govern- 
ment would have meant calling for an uprising against the power of the left 
Kuomintang, which at that time was revolutionary, and in whose arca the 
movement was developing rapidly. Would such a call have been expedient? 
It scarcely needs proof that it would not. Such a call would have been tanta- 
mount to ’skipping’ the Kuomintang phase of the revolution, endangering 
the revolution and thus rendering the greatest assistance to Chiang Kai- 
shek. This is exactly what the Trotskyist opposition was doing. It was trying 
subjectively to ’skip’ the Kuomintang phase of the revolution. Guided, as the 
opposition was, by the theory of ’permanent revolution’, with its underesti- 
mation of the role of the peasantry, it was bound to want to skip the Kuo- 
mintang phase of the revolution. Desire for skipping phases of the 
revolution is a necessary effect of anyone’s belief in the theory of ’perma- 
neat revolution’. This being the case, is it surprising that the present-day 
Trotskyites are always heaping abuse on the National Liberation Front 
(NLF) of South Viet Nam for not having a “socialist programme"; that they 
are always accusing the Palestinians of not achieving socialism before thcy 
have regained their lost homes and their country, Palestine? No, it is not. 


The second point about the Soviets is that we cannot call for the estab- 
lishment of the Soviets of workers’ and peasants’ deputies and yet maintain 
that we shall participate in the government which these Soviets are intended 
to overthrow. we cannot call for an uprising against a government and yet 
participate m such a government. It would be tantamount to calling for our 
own overthrow. It scarcely needs saying that such a ’clever’ scheme could 
only be described as sheer lunacy. Yet it was this sheer lunacy which the 
Trotskyist opposition advocatcd in regard to the formation of Soviets in 
China. The opposition demanded that the Chinese communists should sup- 
port the Wuhan government, that the Communist Party must not withdraw 
its support from the Wuhan government, and that thc communists must 
carry on their work within the Wuhan government. But the opposition also 
demanded of the CPC the immediate establishment of Soviets; that it 


should crcate dual power, create organs of uprising against the very govern- 
meat that it was a member of. Understand that if you can! 


The creation of Soviets means the creation of dual power, and once dual 
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power has been created, the question of who is to possess the whole power, 
who ts to have state power, cannot but be raised in a most sharp manner. To 
call for the establishment of Soviets ts to call for the establishment of the or- 
gans of uprising” and to call for their establishment would mean calling for an 
uprising”. Only light-minded and flippant people like Trotsky, people who 
have broken with Marxism- Leninism, can say that Soviets should be created 
and at the same time demand that the communists should participate im the 
very governments which these Soviets are intended to overthrow. When So- 
victs came into existence in Russia in 19177, it could not have even catered 
the minds of the Bolsheviks to advocate Bolshevik participation in the provi- 
sional government. 

So, the Trotskyist opposition in the CPSU got itself hopelessly entangled 
in contradiction for the simple reasons that: 

Firstly, confused the bourgeoss-democratic revolution in China with a 
proletarian revolution. The question of the formation of Soviets can only be 
raised when the complete victory of the people’s democratic (bourgrots- 
democratic in the old terminology) revolution approaches, and the paths of 
transition to the proletaman revolution become clear, 

Secondly, it confused the bourgeois-democratic resolution in China with 
the bourgeois-democratic revolution of February 1917 in Russia, that is, it 
confused the bourgeots-dereocratic revolution m a sem-colonial country, 
olution in an mnpenalist country. It was this confusion that rendered the op- 
position blind to-the distinction between the bourgeoisie of an oppressed, 
scmi-colonial country, which can, for a limited penod, play, and did play, a 
progressive anfi-imperialist role, and the bourgeossie of an imperialist 
country like Russia (before the revolution) which could not, and did not, 
play a progressive role. It was because of this confusion that the opposition 
got ttsclf mio a hopeless mess. 


Summing Up: the line of the Comintem and the fine of the 
Trotskyist opposition 


To sum up the two hnes, the line of the Comintern and the lie of the 
Trotskyist opposition, on the Chinese Revolution, allow me to quote a few 
passages from Comrade Stalmn’s speech. These passages are remarkable not 
only for containing, as they do, an apt summary of the two lines on the 
Chinese Revolution, but also for a brilliant characterisation of the typical 
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confusion and phrascmongering so characteristic of Trotskyism. Here is 
what Stalin said: 

"And so, we have before us two entirely different lines on the Chinese ques- 
Gon - the line of the Comintern and the line of Trotsky and Zinoviev. 


"The line of the Comi 

"Feudal survivals, and the bureaucratic-militanist superstructure which rests 
upon them and which receives every support from the unpenialists of all coun- 
tries, are the basic fact of Chinese life today. 

“China at the present moment ts passing through an agrarian revolution di- 
rected both against the feudal survivals and against unperialisrn. 

“The agranan revolution constitutes the basis and content of the bourgeots- 
dernocratic revolution in China. 

"The Kuomintang in Wuhan and the Wuhan government are the centre of 
the bourgeois-democratic revolutionary movernent. 

"Nanking and the Nanjang government are the centre of national counter- 
revolution. 

"The policy of supporting Wuhan is at the same ime a policy of developing 
the bourgeois-democratic revolution, with all the consequences resulting from 
that. Hence the participation of the Communists in the Wuhan Kuomintang 
and in the Wuhan revolutionary government, a participation which does not 
exclude, but rather presupposes strenuous criticism by the Communists of the 
halfheartedness and vacillation of their allies in the Kuomintang. 

"The Communists must utilise this participation to facilitate the proleta- 
niat’s role of hegemon inthe Chinese bourgeois- democratic revolution, and to 
hasten the moment of transition to the proletarian revotution. 


“When the moment of the complete victory of the bourgeois- democratic 
revolution approaches, and when, in the course of the bourgeois revolution, the 
paths of transition to the proletarian revolution become clear, the time will 
have arnved when it is necessary to set up Soviets of workers’, peasants’ and 
soldiers’ deputies, as elements of a dual power, as organs of struggle for a new 
power, as organs of a new power, Soviet power. 

“When that time comes the Communists must replace the bloc within the 
Kuomintang by a bloc outside the Kuomintang, and the Communist Party 
must become the sole leader of the new revolution in China. 

“To propose now, as Trotsky and Zinoviev do, the immediate formation of 
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Soviets of workers’ and peasants’ deputies and the immediate establishment of 
dual power now, when the bourgeois- democratic revolution is still in the initial 
phase of its development, and when the Kuomintang represents the form of or- 
panisation of the national-democratic revolution best adapted and most close- 
ly corresponding to the specific features of China, would be to disorganise the 
revolutionary movernent, weaken Wuhan, facilitate its downfall, and render as- 
sistance to Chang Tso-lin and Chiang Kai-shek. 


" Feudal survivals in China are a figment of Bukharin’s imagination. They 
either do not east at all in China, or are so insignificant that they cannot have 
any serious unportance. 

“There does appear to be an agrarian revolution in China at this moment. 
But where it comes from, the devil only knows (laughter). 

“But since there is this agrarian revolution, it must, of course, be supported 
somehow. 

“The chief thing just now is not the agrarian revolution, but a revolution for 
the customs independence of China, an anti- customs revolution, so to speak. 

"The Wuhan Kuomintang and the Wuhan government are either a ‘fiction’ 
(Trotsky) or Kemalism (Zinoviev). 

"On the one hand, dual power must be established for overthrowing the 
Wuhan government through the immediate formation of Soviets (Trotsky). On 
the other hand, the Wuhan government must be Strengthened, tt must be given 
energetic and all round assistance, also, it appears, through the immediate for- 
mation of Soviets (Zinoviev). 

“By rights, the Communists ought to withdraw immediately from this 'fic- 
tion’, Le. in the wuhan government and the Wuhan Kuomintang. Why they 
ee ee ee ecg aagcmlernagaiin. God alone 


emphasis - HB} 

“Such is the so-called line of Trotsky and Zinoviev. 

"Anything more grotesque and confused than this so-called line it would be 
hard to imagine. 

“One gets the impression that one ts dealing not with Mamasts but with 
some sort of bureaucrats who are completely divorced from real life - or, still 
more, with ’revolutionary’ toursts, who have been busy touring about Sukhum 


and Kislovodsk and such-like places, overlooked the Seventh Enlarged Ple- 
num of the Executive Committee of the Comintern, which defined the basic at- 
utude towards the Chinese revolution and then, having learned from the 
newspapers that some sort of a revolution - whether agrarian or anti-customs, 
they were not quite clear - was really taking place in China, they decided that it 
was necessary to compile a whole heap of theses - one set in April, another in 
the early part of May, a third in the latter part of May - and having done so, 
they bombard the Executive Committee of the Comintern with thern, apparent- 
ly beheving that a plethora of confused and contradictory theses is the best 
means of saving the Chinese revolution [my emphasis - HB}. 

“Such, comrades, are the lines on the question of the Chinese revolution. 

"You will have to choose between then". 


Such were the two hnes on the Chinese Revolution. It would be hard to 
find a better description of Trotskyist bureaucrats and "Yevolutionary’ tour- 
ists" than that which is given above by Comrade Stalin. One has to have only 
a bare acquaintance with the political line and attitudes of the present-day 
Trotskyists to realise that one is not dealing with Marxist-Leninists, but with 
bureaucrats who are divorced from real life, to realise that one ts dealing 
with flippant people - revolutionary’ tourists; who have decided to bombard 
the Marxist-Leninist movement with a plethora of anti-communist contra- 
dictory theses, full of slanders and lies, believing this to be the best means of 
’saving’ the *world(!) revolution’. 


Trotskyiam chooses “inappropriate moments" to launch attacks on 
the communist movement 


Comrade Stalin ended his specch with the following words: 


"1 must say, comrades, that Trotsky has chosen an inappropriate moment 
for his attacks on the Party and the Comintem. I have just received informa- 
tion that the British Conservative government has decided to break off rela- 
tions with the USSR. There is no need to prove that this will be followed by a 
universal campaign against the Communists. This campaign has already 
lil tet See i dt eet at era 


sky is being formed” fay aphe: HB]. 


“It is possible that they want to frighten us. But it scarcely needs proof that 
Bolsheviks are not the sort to be frightened. The history of Bolshevism knows 
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plenty of such fronts’. The history of Bolshevism shows that such fronts’ have 
invariably been smashed by the revolutionary determination and supreme 
courage of the Bolsheviks. 

"You need have no doubt that we shall succeed in srnashing this new Front’ 
too*(Applausc). 

This is typical of Trotskyism. Trotskyism always manages to choose an 
“inappropriate moment” for launching attacks on the communist movement. 

Attacks Against Leainism: It launched its most vicious attacks against 
Leninism, against Bolshevism, subsequent to the defeat of the Russian rev- 
olution of 1905, when the movement was passing through the most difficult 
trials. Trotskyism did as much as it could to help the Liquidators. During 
the period of Brest Litovsk, when the fate of the revolution was rather pre- 
carious, Trotskyism decided to launch a vicious campaign against Lenintsm. 
It did the same during the period of the New Economic Policy (NEP). In 
the 20s and 30s, when there was danger of mperialist intervention, Trot- 
skyism not only launched aftacks on the Party and the Comintern, but ac- 
tually went over to wrecking, diversion, sabotage, murder and terror, and 
finally made an alliance with fascism. 

Attacks Against the Vietnamese liberation movement: Our prescant day 
Trotskyists do just the samc. During the period of the Johnson admmtstra- 
tion, when US Imperialism was escalating its war of aggression agaist the 
Vietnamese people and the other Indo-Chinese peoples, precisely at that 
time the Trotskyist bureaucrats, our ’revolutionary tourists, deaded to 
launch a campaign of lies and slanders against the Democratic Republic of 
Viet Nam, against the Programme of the NLF m South Vict Nam, and 
against the great leader of the Vietnamese people, Comrade Ho Chi Minh. 
“Ho Chi Minh is a Stalinist bureaucrat. The Prograrnme of the NLF is bour- 
geois", shricked the super ’revolutionary’ tourist Tariq Ali (now of the anti- 
communist, anti-China, Trotskyist International Marmust Group). "When 
victory is won [i is not clear by whom] in Viet Nam the first job of the revol- 
ution [which revolution, is not clear again] will be to overthrow the bureau- 
cracy in Hanow” howled another Trotskyist counter-rcvolutionary. It was 
precisely by these attacks of theirs, and by their successful disruption of the 
big October 1968 Viet Nam mobilisation, them refusal to demonstraic 
against the embassy of US Impcrialism, instead taking 60 thousand people 
on a picnic to Hyde Park, that they were able to disorganise the anti-Viet 
Nam war movement in Britain, thus rendering most timely and much 
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needed assistance to US Imperialism. No amount of ultra-’left’ phrasemon- 
gering can hide these truths, gentlemen Trotskyites! 


Attacks against the Indo-Chinese people: Now, once again, when the 
Vietnamesc people’s struggle has reached a cmitical juncture, when US Im- 
perialism, while pretending to withdraw from Viet Nam, has more than ever 
escalated its war of aggression against the people of Viet Nam and all the 
peoples of Indo-China, has more than ever intensified its fascist policy of 
wanton destruction, the Trotskyists have decided to create a diversion by 
launching a campaign of lies and slanders against the People’s Republic of 
China. The Trotskyites have decided to bring much needed relief to US Im- 
penalism by launching attacks on the People’s Republic of China, thus 
drawing the attention of the youth, which is justly indignant over the barbar- 
ous aggression of US Imperialism against the Indo-Chinese peoples, away 
from the criminal acts and banditry of US Imperialism. Such is the essence 
of all the Trotskyist ’support’ for the "Vietnamese revolution". Such is the es- 
sence of all their ultra-’left’ phrasemongering. Ultra-’left’ phrasemongering 
to cover ultra-reactionary, counter-revolutionary practice - such is the cs- 
sence of Trotskyism. 

It appears that something like a united front between Trotskyism and 
US Imperialism has been formed. But "you need have no doubt that we shail 
succeed in smashing this new ‘front’ too". 


NOTES 


1. Wuhan: the triple city of Wuchang-Hankow-Hanyang 
2. Soviets also came into existence in 1905, but they disappeared with the defeat of that revol- 
ution. 


Chapter 14 


WHY DID 
THE TROTSKYIST OPPOSITION 
IN THE SOVIET UNION 
COMMIT THE KIND OF MISTAKES 
THAT IT DID COMMIT 
IN REGARD TO 
THE CHINESE REVOLUTION? 


I have already given you one major reason - a reason of a programmatic 

nature, i.c. the erroneous analysis of the opposition on the character of 
the Chinese Revolution. I have already shown that Trotsky could not under- 
stand the anti-feudal, anti-imperialist nature of the Chinese Revolution; that 
the opposition led by Trotsky did not attach sufficient significance and im- 
portance to the anti-feudal nature, to the agrarian nature, of the Chinese 
Revolution. I have also shown that the opposition didn’t understand the 
anti-feudal nature of the Chinese Revolution precisely because of its ad- 
herence to the theory of ’permanent revolution’, for this adherence caused it 
to fail to perceive the significant role that the peasantry was bound to play in 
the Chinese Revolution. 


But if ts not only on matters of programme, on matters of theory, that 
Trotskyism has proved itself to be completely wrong. On matters of tactics 
also Trotskyism has proved itself to be equally bankrupt. 


Three Tactical Principles of Leninism: The Adherence to these 
principles by the Comintem, and the Violation of these principles 
by the Trotskyist Opposition. 


Permit me to refer to the three basic principles of Leninism in the mat- 
ter of tactics. Without keeping these three tactical principles of Leninism, 
the task of directing a revolution is umpossible. 
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These three principles are: 

ONE: That the nationally peculiar, nationally specific features in each 
country must be taken unfailingly into account by the revolutionaries in that 
country, and by anyone (including a body hike the Communist International) 
charged with the task of drawing up general directives for the working-class 
movement of the country concerned. Now if the Communist International 
or the Chmese communssts failed to take mto account the nationally pecu- 
har features of China, a successful revolution in China would simply have 
been out of the question; 

TWO: That the Communist Party of cach country must unfailingly avail 
itself of the smallest possible opportunity that is presented to it to gain for 
itself a mass ally for the proletariat, even if that mass ally is vacillating, weak, 
temporary and an unreliable onc. That is the second principle. The proleta- 
riat needs allies: the question of allies is a most unpostant question which 
has a direct bearing on the outcome of the revolution. For the proletariat if 
is absolutely necessary at different stages to find the allies that are necessary 
for the further extension and development of the revolution; 

THREE: That the communists unfailingly must pay regard to the truth 
that propaganda and agitation alone are not cnough (from this no one 
should conclude, as the revisionists do, that propaganda is of no conse- 
quence and, therefore, pay no regard to the revolutionary science of Mar- 
xism-Leninism: that must not be done cither); unfailingly pay regard to the 
truth that for the political education of the masses what is required ts that 
this political agitation must be accompanied by the experience of the masses 
themselves. 

Anyone who departs from these rules is not a real proletarian leader, 
but a pseudo-leader. Such type of pseudo-leaders were the oppositionists, 
the members of the opposition in the CPSU, people hike Trotsky, Zinovicv 
and Radek. As Stalin said, the members of the opposition were the kind of 
leaders who believed that they could direct the Chinese Revolution "by tele- 
graph". They called Stalin a “bureaucrat”, but it is the Trotskyites who wanted 
ee ee 
quote Stalin again: 

"What, in fact, Pen ty oe ‘leaders’ from real leaders is that they al- 
ways have in their pockets two or three ready-made formulas, ‘suitable’ for all 
ee Hinder Gl Conan ss dee ela cea gee 
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gures of the movernent in each country and slallfully co-ordinate them with the 
Comintern’s principles, in order to facilitate and make feasible the basic aums 
of the communist movernent" (my emphasis - HB). 

Such type of pseudo-leaders indeed were the members of the Trotskyist 
opposition. Most of the crrors and hopeless confusion of these pscudo- 
leaders, who always had two or three ready-made formulas in their pockets, 
stem from them complete disregard of the three tactical principles of Leam- 
ism. Let us now deal with the errors of the opposition on the Chmese Revol- 
ution in the light of cach of these three tactical principles. 


The first tactical principle of Leninism: 
Consider the nationally peculiar features of a given country 

The first tactical principle of Leninism is taking the nationally peculiar 
and specific features of a given country - China, in this case - for which the 
Communist International was drawing up directives. The Communist Inter- 
national did just that, it took into account the nationally peculiar features of 
Chinese society, its habits, its customs, the economic side of Chinese so- 
Gety, the fact that imperialism was oppressing it, the existence of the war- 
lords, the survivals of feudalism and so on and so forth. All this had to be 
taken into account and the Communist International did take them imto ac- 
count, and precisely for this reason its line was correct. 

But what did the opposition do? The opposition had somchow heard 
that the revolution taking place in China was of a bourgeois- democratic na- 
ture. The opposition also remembered that a bourgeois-democratic revol- 
ution had taken place in Russia in February, 1917. The opposition knew that 
in Russia the bourgeots-democratic revolution had taken place against the 
bourgeostsie, without the alliance between the proletariat and the bour- 
geoisie. There, the opposition came up with the ready-made formula - no al- 
That was the position of the opposition. This was the slogan that the opposi- 
tion put forward in Apnl 1926. But the opposition forgot and failed to un- 
a erat ae a ee 
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ton period the national bourgeoisie of China did play a revolutionary role, 
and the result was that the national army reached Yang Tse, thus extending 
the revolutionary area enormously. The result of these victories was a re- 
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treat of the opposition, its renunciation of the old formula and the adoption 
of a ’new one, that is, the communists must not withdraw from the Kuomin- 
tang. Hence the opposition’s attempt to hitch on to the line of the Comin- 
tern. As Stalin said: 

“That was the first punishment that befell the opposition for failing to take 
info account the national peculiarities of the Chinese Revolution. 

Take another cxample. The opposition in the Soviet Union had heard 
that the Peking Government was actually squabbling with the imperialist 
states about the unequal treaties imposed by imperialism, that is, it was 
striving for customs autonomy for China. Therefore, the opposition rushed 
to the conclusion, and came up with the ready-made formula, that the 
Chinese Revolution was anti-imperialist because its aim was to abolish these 
unequal treaties. That it was a revolution for the state customs inde- 
pendence of China. But the opposition failed to realise that the strength of 
imperialism in China lay, not in the customs restrictions on China, but m the 
fact that impenalism owned and controlled the major threads of the 
Chinese economy - banks, mines, railways, factones, etc. The opposition did 
not understand that the Chinese Revolution was anti-imperialist due, first 
and foremost, to thc fact that imperialism was the force that inspired, that 
preserved, that supported the immediate exploiters of the Chinese people, 
i.c. the feudal lords; that the Chinese people could not but fight against im- 
perialism if they wanted to prevent feudalism from exploiting them, that the 
Chinese people could not really put an end to feudalism in Chima, unless at 
the same time they waged a revolutionary war against impenalism. The op- 
position failed to realise that it was precisely this circumstance that made 
possible the growing over of the bourgeois-democratic revolution in China 
into a socialist revolution. And when millions of peasants, tens of millions of 
peasants became involved in the mass agrarian movement which was di- 
rected against feudalism and imperialism, the opposition was once again 
forced to admit that it had been wrong. Hence the retreat of the opposition 
from its old formula regarding customs autonomy and its attempts to adopt 
the line of the Comintern. As Stalin said: 


“This was the second punishment that befell the opposition for refusing to 
make a Serious study of the national peculiarities of the Chinese Revolution". 


Take yet another example. The opposition in the Soviet Union had 
heard that, in the Chinese countrysidc, the merchant bourgeoisie had penc- 
trated and was buying land and Icasing it to thc Chinese peasantry. The op- 
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position knew that the merchant was not a feudal lord. It, therefore, comes 
out with the ready-made formula that feudalism and feudal survivals were of 
no consequence, that the Chinese Revolution was not an agrarian revolution 
directed, first and foremost, against feudalism, but a revolution for customs 
autonomy. But the opposition forgot that it was feudalism that exploited the 
Chinese people, that the entire military- bureaucratic structure rested on 
the domination of feudal survivals. Again, when tens of millions of peasants 
jomed the mass agrarian movement directed against feudalism and against 
imperialism, it could not but be clear to anyone that the Chinese Revolution 
was of an anti-feudal character and, therefore, of an anti-imperialist nature, 
because imperialism was the force that actually supported feudalism in 
China. Hence, yet again the retreat of the opposition from its old formula 
that feudal survivals were of no significance and it surreptitious attempts to 
hitch onto the policy of the Communist International. As Stalin said: 


"That was the third punishment" that befell the opposition ‘for its unwill- 
ingness to take into account the national peculiarities of China’s economy”. 


Continued Stalin: 


fice teak dead reeiea: HB). 

This exactly was the position of the Trotskyist opposition in the CPSU, 
and this exactly is the position of Trotskyism everywhere today. And why is 
there such a disharmony between the formulas of Trotskyism and reality? 
Exactly because Trotskyism, because the opposition in the Soviet Union dis- 
carded and paid no heed to the first tactical pnnaple of Leninism that I 
have just been talking about, i-c., taking mto account the specific and the na- 
tionally peculiar features of any given country in drawing up directives for 
the revolution in that country. This is how Lenin formulated the first tactical 
principle: 

"The whole point now is that the Communists of every country should quite 
consciously take into account both the main fundamental tasks of the struggle 
against opportunism and ‘left’ doctrinairism and the specific features which 
this struggle assumes and inevitably must assume in each separate country in 
conformity with the peculiar features of its economics, politics, culture, na- 
tional composition (Ireland, etc.), its colonies, religious divsions, and so on 
and so forth. Everywhere it is felt that dissatisfaction with the Second Interna- 
tional is spreading and growing, both because of its opportunism and because 
of its inability, or incapacity, to create a really centralised, really leading 
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centre, capable of directing the international tactics of the revolutionary prole- 
ee ee ea are rag decacecrae 
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differences will continue to east for a very long time even after the dictatorship 
of the protetariat has been established on a world scale - the unity of interna- 
tional tactics of the communist working-class movernent of all countries de- 
mands, not the abolition of national differences (that is a foolish dream at the 
present moment), but such an application of the fundamental principles of 
communism (Soviet power and the dictatorship of the proletariat) as would 
correctly modify these principles in certain particulars, correctly adapt and 
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doctrinairism within the worlang-class movement, the overthrow of the bour- 
geoisie, and the establishment of a Soviet republic and a proletarian dictator- 
ship - such is the main task of the historical period through which the 
advanced countries (and not only the advanced countries) are now passing" 
(Lenin: ’Left-Wing’ Cornmunism, an Infantile Disorder) (my emphasis - HB). 


In fact, Comrade Mao Tse-tung has summarised im a single sentence this 
first tactical prinaple of Leninism by writing an imscription for a visiting 
Japanese delegation. The imscription reads that: 

"The Japanese revolution will surely be successful when the universal truths 
of Manasm-Leninism are integrated with the concrete practice of the Japanese 
revolution". 

In other words, it is not good cnough to know two or three ready-made 
formulas; it isn’t good enough to dish them out to everybody and say that 
these are obligatory for all time; tactics can only be dependent on the given 
specific circumstances, upon the: given specific national features and ar- 
cumstances of any given country. Therefore, to demand that what happened 
in China is obligatory for Persia; what happencd in Russia is obligatory for 
China, is nothing but an indication that those who make such a demand 
have actually made a final break with Marxism-Leninism. This ts how mat- 
ters stand with regard to the first tactical principle of Leninism, comrades. 
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The Second Tactical Principle of Leninism: 
The question of allies 


Now, let us take the second pnnaiple of Leninism, namely the question 
of allies. The proletariat cannot do without allies. The proletariat must have 
its allies; without allies the proletariat cannot succeed. But one thing which 
must be scen to in regard to the allies is that these allies must be mass allies 
and they must be allies of such a nature who would not prevent the proleta- 
riat from organising itself independently, who would not prevent the Com- 
munist Party from organising the proletariat and the broad masses of 
peasants, and rousing them to revolution, who would not in any way restrict 
its propaganda. Provided the above conditions are satisfied, the proletariat 
must avail itself of every opportunity presented to it of securing for itself a 
mass ally, even though this mass ally is a temporary, weak, vacillating, an un- 
stable and an unreliable ally. Such is the essence of the second tactical prin- 
ciple of Leninism. 

Did the Chimese proletariat have allies? The answer is - YES - it did 
have allies. In the first stage of the revolution the allies of the Chimese prole- 
tariat were the national bourgeoisie (this is the first period, the Canton peri- 
od, when the revolution was at the stage of an all-nation United Front), the 
urban poor, the petty-bourgeois intelligentsia, and the peasantry. Was the 
Kuomintang at that time a mass organisation, was it a revolutionary force? I 
think if was, and only blind people can deny that Canton at that time was the 
centre of revolutionary struggic; that Canton at that particular time was 
leading the revolutionary movement against imperialism. 

What were the achievements of this period? The achievements of this 
period were: 

(1) The extension of the territory of the revolution: the revolutionary 
troops reached as far as the Yangtse; 

(2) The Chinese proletariat got a chance of openly organising itself. The 
CPC gained the possibility of openly organising the proletariat in trade 
unions, strike-committees, etc; 

(3) The Chinese communists were able to form themselves from differ- 
ent groups into a mass party of five or six thousand people; 

(4) The Chinese proletanat was able to create the first nuclei of the 
peasants’ organisations, the peasants’ associations; and 
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(5) The CPC was able to penetrate into the Amny. 


Can it be denied that these were significant gains at that particular time, 
when the communists and the proletariat were an ‘insignificant force’? No, 
it cannot. These gains could only have been achieved by working with the 
Kuomintang, firstly, because the Kuomintang was a revolutionary force in 
the Canton Period, and secondly, because it did not prevent the communists 
from organising the proletariat as an independent force. 


Then on 12th April 1927, the national bourgeotsie deserted the revol- 
ution, and it established a centre of counter-revolution in Nanking. At that 
tume the petty-bourgeois intelligentsia sided with the revolution, and a revol- 
utionary centre was set up in Wuhan. Wuhan at that time became the centre 
of the revolutionary movement. At the first stage of the revolution it would 
have been wrong for the communists to have withdrawn from the Kuomin- 
tang, because the Kuommtang at that time was leading the struggle of the 
people, and secondly, it had not yet discredited and disgraced itself in the 
eyes of the broad masses of the Chinese people. This is very mnportant, be- 
cause for us communists it ts easy to realise and understand the reactionary 
nature of people like Chiang Kai-shek, the basically reactionary and com- 
promising nature of the bourgeoisie. It isn’t difficult for a competent politi- 
cal worker to realise that so-and-so is a reactionary, that the bourgeoisie is 
bound to desert the proletariat. But that ts not good enough. The masses of 
the people have to learn by their own expenence, they have to realise what 
the bourgeoisie is up to and what tricks it plays. And the Chinese masses 
gained this experience when Chiang Kai- shek staged his coup and the na- 
tional bourgeoisic deserted the revolution, set up a centre of counter-revol- 
ution on the side of imperialism, and started repressing and massacring the 
militant workers and peasants. 


In the second stage of the revolution, when the national bourgeoisie had 
already deserted the revolution, and when the centre of revolution had 
shifted from Canton to Wuhan, who, in this period were the allies of the 
proletariat? The allies of the proletariat in this period were the peasantry, 
the urban poor and the petty-bourgois intelligentsia. Was it correct for the 
communists in China, in the second stage of the revolution, to participate in 
the Wuhan Kuomintang, and was it correct for the Communist International 
to advise the Communist Party of China (CPC) to side with the revolution- 
ary centre in Wuhan? It certainly was. At that time it would have been 
wrong for the Communist Party to have withdrawn from the Wuhan Kuo- 
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mintang because Wuhan at that time was the centre of the revolution, and 
because Wuhan Kuomintang was a mass organisation. Only lunatics and 
blind people can deny that Wuhan was the centre of revolution at that par- 
ticular time, and that the Wuhan Kuomintang was a revolutionary mass or- 
ganisation. And, what is more important, the Communist Party might have 
realised that the petty-bourgeois intelligentsia was goang to desert the revol- 
ution, the Chinese people had not, because at that time these people, the 
left-wing Kuomintang - the Kuomintang leftists - had not yet disgraced and 
sufficiently discredited themselves. 

What, then, were the achievements of this second stage of the revol- 
ution? What were the achievements of the Wuhan period? 

(1) The Communist Party, from being an insignificant party of 5,000 to 
6,000 members became a party comprising 50,000 or 60,000 members; 

(2) Trade unions grew into a tremendous force and they came to include 
3 million members; 


(3) Peasants’ organisations expanded to include several tens of millions 
of peasants in them; 

(4) The Communist Party gained the possibility of openly organising the 
revolution; 

(5) The Communist Party and the proletariat began to change from just 
being an insignificant factor into the hegemon of the Chinese Revolution. It 
became the most important factor of the revolution, rallying around itself 
the masses of the Chinese people. 


Such were the achievements of this period. 


A correct policy cannot by itself guarantee victory 


When the Wuhan Kuomintang, when the left Kuomintang, deserted the 
revolution, the Trotskyist opposition started saying that this was because the 
Communist International had.followed a wrong policy. But, comrades, a 
correct policy cannot by itself guarantee victory. What ts required for suc- 
cess to be achieved is not only a correct policy, but also a favourable bal- 
ance of class forces. If the forces of reaction are stronger, the revolution 
may be defeated even though it is guided by a corrcct policy. One thing, 
however, is certain: for success to be achieved, in addition to a favourable 
balance of class forces, a correct policy, a correct programme and tactics, 
are necessary. But a correct policy by itself cannot lead to the victory of the 
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revolution unless a favourable balance of class forces also exists. So, it 
would be true to say that though success cannot be achieved without a cor- 
rect policy, a failure by itsclf is not indicative of a wrong policy, for even a 
correct policy, unless the balance of forces is on the side of revolution, may 
lead to a defeat. 


Take, for example, the 1905 Russian Revolution. Is it a fact that the 1905 
Revolution failed in Russia? Yes, it is. Are we to conclude from that, that 
the tactics of the Bolsheviks were wrong? In fact, at that particular time the 
Mensheviks attributed the defeat of the bourgeois revolution of 1905 to the 
“extremist” tactics of the Bolsheviks in general and Lenin in particular. Were 
the tactics of the Bolsheviks correct? Yes, they were. Why then did the 1905 
Revolution fail? Because the feudal survivals and autocracy proved to be 
stronger than the revolutionary forces. 


After the February Revolution, during the July days in 1917, the Bolshe- 
viks were defeated and they were driven underground. Are we to say that 
the Bolshevik tactics were wrong? No, the Bolshevik tactics were not wrong. 
What, then, accounts for the defeat of the Bolsheviks in July, 1917? The de- 
feat of the Bolsheviks is explained by one fact alone, that ts, that Russtan im- 
penalism proved to be stronger than the revolutionary movement of the 
proletariat. As Comrade Stalin said: 

“The opposition ascribes the temporary defeat of the revolution|m China - 
HB] to the Comintem'’s policy.” But “only people who have broken with Mar- 
xism can say that. Only people who have broken with Manasm can demand 
that a correct policy should always and necessarily lead to unmediate victory 
over the enemy” (Stalin: Notes on Contemporary Themes - China, Pravda, 
July 28th 1927) 

And further: 


"A correct policy ts by no means bound to lead always and without fail to 
direct victory over the enemy. Direct victory over the enemy is not determined 
by correct policy alone: it is determined fust and foremost by the correlation of 
the class forces, by a marked preponderance of strength on the side of the rev- 
olution, by disintegration in the enemy's camp, by a favourable international 
situation. 

“Only given those conditions can a correct policy of the proletariat lead to 
direct victory. 

“But there is one obligatory requirement which a correct policy must satisfy 
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vourable conditions for the direct victory of the revolution in China? Clearly, it 
cannot. 


"Can it be affirmed that Communist policy in China has not enhanced the 
fighting capacity of the proletariat, has not multiplied its ties with the broad 
masses, and has not increased tts prestige among these masses? Clearly, it can- 
not. 

"Only the blind could fail to see that the Chinese proletariat has succeeded 
in Uus period in severing the broad masses of the peasantry both from the na- 
tional bourgeoisie and from the petty-bourgeois intelligentsia, so as to rally 
ther around its own standard” (Stahn, ibid, my emphasis - HB). 

The fighting capacity of the Chinese proletariat, its tics with the broad 
masses and its prestige among these masses increased in proportion as if 
pursued the correct policy of the Comintern. It was only by following a pol- 
icy which happened to be correct that the Chinese proletanat was able to 
achieve the kind of results that I have outlined above. Even the opposition, 
during the second stage of the Chinese Revolution (April 1927), declared 
that it was correct to pursue the policy of a revolutionary bloc with the 
Wuhan Kuomintang. But as soon as the Wuhan Kuommtang deserted the 
revolution, and because of this desertion, the opposition started asserting 
that the policy of a bloc with the Wuhan Kuomintang was incorrect and 
sought to attribute the temporary defeat of the Chinese Revolution to the 
policy of the Comintern. 


The attempts of the Trotskyist opposition in the CPSU to ascrtbe the 
temporary defeats of the Chinese Revolution to the Comintern’s policy were 
indicative of the spmelessness of the opposition, of the fact that the opposi- 
tion had broken with Marxisn, that it had lost the last remnants of Marzism, 
and above all, that it had departed from the second tactical prinaple of Le- 
ninism, namely, the need for the proletariat to secure for itself mass allies. 
This is how Lenin formulated this second tactical principle: 

"The more powerful enerny can be vanquished only by exerting the utmost 
effort, and by making, without fail. the most thorough, careful, attentive and 
skillful use both of every, even the smallest, ‘rift’ arnong the enemies, every an- 
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tagonism of interest among the bourgeoisie of the various countries and among 
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siderable period of time, and in fairly varied political situations, his ability to 
apply this truth in practice has not yet learned to assist the revolutionary class 
in its Struggle to emancipate all toiling husnanity from the exploiters. And this 
applies equally to the period before and after the proletariat has conquered 
political power” (Lenin:’Left- wing’ Communism, an Infantile Disorder). 

This is how matters stand, in regard to the second tactical principle of 


Leninism. 


The Third Tactical principle: 
The question of educating the masses 


Let us now pass over to the third and the last tactical principle of Lenin- 
ism, that is, the question of educating the masses. The question ts how a slo- 
gan for the Party can become a slogan for the masses. How must the 
communists lead the masses to revolutionary positions, so that they (the 
masses) become convinced by their own political expenence of the correct- 
ness of the Party’s slogan? How must the Communist Party lead the masses 
in order to turn a formula, a perspective for the immediate future, mto a 
formula as a slogan of the day? How must the communists really act?. This is 
of particular importance. 

Trotskyites will always tcll you "we were the first to tell you that the na- 
tional bourgeoisie will desert". Comrades, it tsn’t a question of playmg a 
game, it ts not a question at all of who was the first one to tell us that the na- 
tional bourgeoisie will desert. That is absolutely stupid. The question is what 
policy you advocate at a given particular time - a policy which is suited to 
the situation, and which nocither runs too far ahead of the masses, nor lags 
behind them. If you are issuing a slogan long before the masses will accept it 
then it isn’t good enough for you at a later date to say that you were the first 
one to tssue that particular slogan. 

Let us assume that tomorrow Trotskyitcs in Britain issue the slogan of an 
immediate uprising. Thrce Trotskyitcs in response to this slogan take part in 
an ‘uprising’ which is immediately quelled by a single policeman. For the 
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Trotskyites who gave this cal] for an uprising, it would be absurd at a later 
date, when a successful uprising has already been carried out by the British 
proletariat, to assert that thcy were correct because they were the first to 
issue the slogan of upnsing against the British bourgeotsic. The most un- 
portant thing is not to be the first to issue a slogan. The most important 
thing is to issue a slogan at an appropriate time. 

There was a group of Bolsheviks in Petrograd (as Leninigrad then used 
to be called) headed by a Bolshevik called Bagdatayev. In April 1917, this 
group issued prematurely the slogan "Down with the Provisional Govern- 
ment, and All Power to the Soviets". At that particular time, the provisional 
government was still supported by the workers. It was suill supported by the 
overwhelming majority of the people in Russia. It had not yet discredited it- 
sclf, which it would do during the July days by drowning the workers’ dem- 
onstrations im blood, which it would do later by its shameless imperialist 
offensive at the front later on. But at that time it hadn’t yet discredited itself. 
Therefore, when Bagdatayev followed by a few Bolsheviks in Petrograd is- 
sued this slogan "Down with the Provisional Government, All Power to the 
Soviets", Lenin came up with a very severe denunciation of Bagdatayev and 
called the tactics of Petrograd Bolsheviks, headed by Bagdatayev, adventur- 
ist. Why did Lenin do so? Was it that Lenin was opposed to proletarian rev- 
olution? If he was, and if the Trotskyites believe that, why don’t they say so? 
Why, then, did Lenin denounce Bagdatayev? Because at that particular time 
Bagdataycv was issuing a slogan prematurely, because he was running dan- 
gerously far, too far ahead of the masses, because he was indulging in ad- 
venturism. Could not Bagdatayev and his followers have claimed, when six 
months later the proletarian revolution had already taken place, that they 
were cleverer than Lenin because they were the first to raise the slogan of 
the dictatorship of the proletariat, because they had raised the question of 
"All Power to the Soviets" in April 1917? Is it not clear that the Trotskyites, 
by arguing in this manner, are following in thc wake of Bagdataycv and not 
that of Lenin? 


Why do the Trotskyites do it? The Trotskyites do it because they have 
really forgotten the third tactical principle of Leninism that I have been 
talking about up to now: the principle of how to turn a formula which is a 
perspective for the ummecdiate future into a slogan of the day. It ts not diffi- 
cult for a competent political worker, for a communist, to realise which way 
he should be going. It is right and proper that the Communist Party should 
be ahcad of the masses. That is cxactly the function of the Communist Party. 
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If it was at the same level as the masses, each Communist Party in every 
country would be left with only one alternative, that is, to pass a resolution 
making itself redundant. There is no use having a Communist Party if the 
Communist Party cannot see further than the masses. But at the same time 
the Communist Party must not run too far ahead of the masses. If the Com- 
munist Party follows the tactics, as Stalm used to say, of perpetually over- 
shooting or undershooting, then such tactics cannot be called long-1ange 
tactics. The Trotskyist opposition in the USSR called its tactics, long-range’ 
tactics. Stalin said: 

"You are wrong, my dear sirs, absolutely wrong! That is not ‘long-range’ tac- 
tics; if is haphazard tactics, the tactics of perpetually overshooting and under- 
shooting the mark" (Notes on Conternporary Theres, Pravda, July 28, 1927). 

It was undershooting tactics when the opposition described the Chinese 
Revolution to be only a state-customs revolution and not an anti-feudal, 
anti-impenalist revolution. It was overshooting tactics when in April, 1926, 
the opposition demanded the immediate withdrawal of the communists 
from the Kuomintang. It was overshooting tactics when, in April 1927, the 
opposition demanded the immediate formation of Soviets, when the com- 
munists were actually participating in the Wuhan Government. Such indeed 
were the haphazard tactics of the Trotskyist opposition i the USSR. 

These were the tactics of always overshooting and undershooting, and 
never shooting at the mark. These cannot be called ’long- range’ tactics. 
While the Communist Party must be able to see ahead of the masses, it must 
never at any given time substitute the consciousness of a competent political 
worker - a communist - for the consciousness of the masses. To do so would 
be to obliterate the difference between the communists and the masses, and 
between the Communist Party and the masses; and it would lead to suabjec- 
tivist evaluation of the situation, it would lead to subjectivist, idealistic and 
"left? adventunst mistakes and ‘left’ adventunst experiments which cannot 
fail to cause untold harm to the party, as well as to the revolutionary move- 
ment. 


The Trotskyist opposition advocated, on the Chinese question, as indeed 
on any other question, an adventurist pol'cy based on a subjectivist evalu- 
ation of the situation, not on reality. Had this adventunst policy been fol- 
lowed by the CPC there would have been no revolution m Chma. Why did 
the opposition advocate this adventurist policy? Because it forgot, because 
it departed from, the third tactical principle of Leninism. Here is how Lenin 
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formulated this third tactical principle: 

"Victory cannot be won with the vanguard alone. To throw the vanguard 
alone into the decisive battle, before the whole class, before the broad masses 
have taken up a position either of direct support of the vanguard or at least of 
benevolent neutrality towards it, and one in which they cannot possibly support 
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astonishing force and vividness not only in Russia, but also in Germany. Not 
only the uncultured, often tliterate, masses of Russia, but the highly cultured, 
entirely literate masses of Germany had to realise through their own painful ex- 
perience the absolute unpotence and spinelessness, the absolute helplessness 
and servility to the bourgeoisie, the utter vileness, of the government of the 
knights of the Second International, the absolute inevitability of a dictatorship 
of the extrerne reactionanes (Komiilov in Russia, Kapp and Co in Germany) as 
the only alternative to a dictatorship of the proletariat, in order to turn resolute- 
ly towards communism. The unmediate task that confronts the class-con- 
scious vanguard of the international labour movement, Le. the communist 
parties, groups and trends, is to be able to lead the broad masses (as yet, for 
the most part, slumbering, apathetic, bound by routine, inert and dormant) to 
their new position, or, rather to be able to lead got only their own party, but 
also these masses, in their approach, their transition to the new position" 
(Left-Wing’ Conimunism, an Infantile Disorder, my emphasts - HB). 

In the light of the above formulation of the third tactical principle (given 
by Lenin) it is clear that the Trotskyist opposition did not understand the 
importance of this principle, that it consistently violated this princpic in re- 
gard to the Chinese Revolution. The opposition violated this prmaple 
when, in April 1926, it demanded the immediate withdrawal of the Com- 
munist Party from the Kuomintang, it violated this principle when, in April 
1927 (when the Communists were still participating in the Wuhan Kuomin- 
(ang and when the Kuomintang phase of the revolution had not yet been ex- 
hausted), it demanded the immediate formation of the Soviets. 


Before passing on to the next, and the last, part of the subject under dis- 
cussion, I would like to give just one more example of the bniliant applica- 
tion of the third tactical principle of Leninism, namely, the need for the 
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masses by their own experience to become convinced of the correctness of 
the Party’s slogans. 

It ts well known that Leninism is opposed to bourgeois parliamentarism. 
Yet the Bolsheviks, under the leadership of Lenin, did not boycott the Con- 
stitucnt Assembly; they took part in the elections both before the proletariat 
conquered power and after its victory. Why, then, it may be asked, did the 
Bolsheviks take part m the elections to the Constituent Assembly, even 
though such an assembly was incompatible with Soviet power? The Bolshe- 
viks took part in the elections to the Constituent Assembly m order to ca- 
able the masses of the Russian people to realise by their own experience the 
reactionary nafure of this Assembly, to win them away from this reactionary 
body and to the side of Soviet power, and thus create the necessary condi- 
tions for the successful dispersal of this counter-revolutionary bourgeois 
parliament. Only by adopting such tactics, by giving full play to the third tac- 
tical principle of Leninism, were the Bolsheviks able to "make bourgeots par- 
i ism ‘politically obsolete”. 

Here is what Lenin said on the Bolshevik participation in the elections 
to the Constituent Assembly: 

"We took part in the elections to the Russian bourgeois partiarnent, the 
Constituent Assembly, in September-Novernber 1917. Were our tactics correct 
or not?... Did not we, the Russian Bolsheviks, have more right in Septernber- 
November 1917 than any Western communists to consider that parliamentar- 
isrn was politically obsolete in Russia? Of course we did, for the point is not 
whether bourgeois partiaments have existed for a long time or a short ime, but 
how far the broad masses of the working people are prepared (ideologically, 
politically and practically) to accept the Soviet system and to disperse the bour- 
geois- dernocratic parliarnent (or allow it to be dispersed). That in Russia in 
September-Novernber 1917, owing to a number of special conditions, the 
urban working class and the soldiers and peasants were exceptionally well pre- 
pared to accept the Soviet system and to disperse the most dernocratic of bour- 
geois parliaments, is an absolutely incontestable and fully established 
historical fact. Nevertheless, the Bolsheviks did not boycott the Constituent As- 
sembly, but took part in the elections both before the proletariat conquered pol- 

"The conclusion which follows from this is absolutely incontrovertible: it 
has been proved that participation in a bourgeots-dernocratic parliament even 
a few weeks before the victory of a Soviet Republic, and even after such a vic- 
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tory, not only does not harm the revolutionary proletariat, but actually helps i 
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it helps thew successful dispersal and helps to make bourgeois parliarnentar- 

isrn ‘politically obsolete™ (’Left-wing’ Communism, an Infantile Disorder). 

Such was the bniliant application by the Bolsheviks of the third tactical 
principle of Leninism. 

In the light of the discussion of the three tactical principles of Leninism, 
we can now say that the Trotskyist opposition landed itself in such a mess 
precisely because it violated these three principles, because it departed 
from these principles. 

This is how matters stand with the Trotskyist opposition in the light of 
the three tactical principles of Leninism. 


Chapter 15 


THE CONCEPTION OF THE UNITED 
FRONT THAT THE COMINTERN 
IMPRESSED ON THE 
CHINESE COMMUNIST PARTY 


ow I must come to the final part of my talk, namely, the conception of 

the United Front that the Comintern unpressed on the Chinese Party. 

As I have alrcady pomted out, a united front of the proletanat with the 
bourgcotsic and with the petty bourgeoisie can be useful only if the party of 
the proletariat ts actually given the opportunity to organise the proletariat as 
an independent force, is given the opportunity to organise the broad masses 
of the peasants, and is able to rouse the masses of people to revolution. 
Despite the contrary accusations of the Trotskyist opposition, the univer- 
sally-known documents fully prove that it was this conception of a united 
front that the Communist International impressed upon the Chinese Com- 
maunist Party (CPC). 

Trotsky, Kamenev, Zimovicv and Radek never ceased to make reference 
to a single telegram that was sent by the Communist International m Oc- 
tober 1926. This tclegram advised the CPC: "Until Shanghai is captured, the 
agrarian movement should not be intensified". This telegram was wrong and 
Stalin admitted that this telegram was wrong. Withmm five weeks of this tele- 
gram having been sent, the Communist International cancelled this telegram 
by a number of documents which laid down the Cominterm’s linc, and which 
were really characteristic of the Commtern leadership. Let the Trotskyites 
and other ’radicaP bourgeois intelligentsia, who are inclined to refer with 
malicious glee to the above-mentioned (and wrong) tclegram, note the fol- 
lowing two facts m regard to this telegram: 

ONE It was the Communist International and Comrade Stalin who were 
responsible for cancelling this telegram and not the opposition; 

TWO The first time the opposition ever raised this matter of the tele- 
gram, was 9 months after this telegram had actually been cancelled. 
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This telegram was actually an isolated, episodic telegram which was 
completely uncharacteristic of the line that was impressed upon the CPC by 
the Communist International. The line that was impressed upon the CPC by 
the Communist International is contained im a number of well known docu- 
ments which are convenicntly ignored by the Trotskyites. Precisely for this 
reason, I have no option but to quote at length from these documents, to re- 
fute the Trotskyite slanders. 


Here ts an excerpt from the resolution (a document which really defines 
the line of the Comintern) of the Seveath Plenum of the Comintern, in No- 
vember 1926, that is a month after the above- mentioned telegram: 


"The peculiar feature of the present situation ts its transitional character, 
the fact that the proletariat must choose between the prospect of a bloc with 
considerable sections of the bourgeotsie and the prospect of further consolidat- 
ing its alliance with the peasanty. (Che proletariat fais to put forward a radi 


ae i (Retbhiiaegen ie Seoctan (PtendinvGh the Racca Gonsetcice? 
the Communist International) (my emphasis - HB). 

And further: 

"The Canton People’s Government will not be able to retain power in the 
revolution, will not be able to achieve complete victory over foreign wunpenal- 
ism and native reaction until the cause of national liberation is identified with 
the agrarian revolution" (my emphasis - HB). 

It can clearly be seen from the above document that the Comintern not 
only clearly put the choice facing the Chinese proletariat, viz the choice of 
either a bloc with the bourgeoisie or of "consolidating its alliance with the 
peasantry", but also advised the Chinese proletamat to “put fonvard a radical 
agrarian programme” and to identify itself "with the agrarian revolution". 

Allow me to quote some passages from the speech that Stalm made m 
November of the same year - 1926. Stalm’s speech was published under the 
heading The prospects of the revolution in China. It 1s this speech, and not 
the above telegram, which is characteristic of the line of Stalin and that of 
the Comintern on the Chinese Revolution. Here is what Stalin said in his 
speech: 

"I know that there are Kuomintangists and even Chinese communists who 
do not consider it possible to unleash revolution in the countryside, since they 
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fear that if the peasantry were drawn into the revolution it would disrupt the 
sein Se RA rh a My 


"I know that among the Chinese communists there are comrades who do 
not approve of workers going on strike for an improvernent of their material 
conditions and legal status, and who try to dissuade the workers from strijang. 
(A voice: "That happened in Canton and Shanghai’) That is a great mistake, 
comrades. It is a very serious underestimation of the role and importance of 
the Chinese proletariat. This fact should be noted in the theses as something 
decidedly objectionable. It would be a great mistake if the Chinese commun- 
ists failed to take advantage of the present favourable situation to assist the 
workers to unprove their material conditions and legal status, even through 
strikes. Otherwise, what purpose does the revolution in China serve?" (Stalin: 
The Prospects of the Revolution in China). 

Here is a third document of December 1926 which was sent to the CPC 
by the Communist International: 

"A general policy of retreat in the towns and of curtailing the workers’ 
struggle to unprove their conditions would be wrong The struggle in the 
countryside must be edended, but at the same time advantage must be taken 
of the favourable situation to unprove the material conditions and legal status 
of the workers, while striving in every way to lend the workers’ struggle an or- 
ganised character, which precludes excesses or running too far ahead. Special 
efforts must be exerted to direct the struggle in the towns against the big bour- 
geoisie and, above all, against the imperialists, so as to keep the Chinese petty 
bourgeoisie and middle bourgeoisie as far as possible within the frarnework of 
the united front against the common enemy. We regard the system of concilia- 
tion boards, arbitration courts, etc., as expedient, provided a correct working- 
class policy is ensured in these institutions. At the sarne time we think it 
necessary to utter the warning that decrees directed against the right to strike, 
against workers’ freedom of assembly, etc., are absotutely unpermissible". 

Here is a fourth document issued six secks before Chiang Kai- shek’s 
coup: 

"The work of the Kuomintang and the Communists units in the army must 
be intensified; they must be organised wherever they do not now east and tt is 
possible to organise them; where it is not possible to organise communist units, 
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intensified work must be conducted with the help of concealed communists. 
iors apts ontangis eo een ip nian naar arene gomenpeaE 


li adele sale astepabainh cena teiendl ca weil a policy of 
voluntary semi-tegulity is unpermissible; the Communist Party must not come 
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be drawn to the fact that at the present tine, in connection with the regrouping 
of class forces and concentration of the imperialist armies, the Chinese revol- 
ution is passing through a critical period, and that it can achieve further vic- 
tories only by resolutely adopting the course of developing the maxs movernent. 
Otherwise a tremendous danger threatens the revolution. The fulfilment of di- 
rectives is therefore most necessary than ever before” (Stalm: About China, the 
International Situation and the Defence of the USSR, 1927, CW Vol X) 


In fact, as carly as April 1926, a year before the coup staged by the Kuo- 
mintang Rights and Chiang Kai-shek, the Comintern had warned the 
Chinese Communist Party, and poimfted out that « was necessary to work for 

The above documents are proof cnough of bow the Comintern under- 
stood the tactics of a united front against imperialism in the first stage of the 
Chinese Revolution - that of an all- national unsted front, the Canton period 
- when the revolution was striking ms blows chiefly at foreign mmperialism, 
and when the national bourgeotsie found itsclf im the revolutionary camp 
and supported the revolutionary movement. 

These documents fully prove that the single telegram (mentioned above) 
that was sent by the Comintcrn, and which was cancelled by the Comintern 
and not by the opposition, within four weeks of having been seat, was only 
eptsodic, was uncharactcristic of the line that the Communist International 
impressed upon the Chinese Communist Party. This was a tclegram that was 
tsolated; it was not characteristic of the line of the Communist International. 
On the other hand, these documents prove that the line advocated by the 
Comintern was a line thal required the Chinese Communist Party not to 
become a hindrance to the extension of the revolution, but to promote the 
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revolution by intensifying its work m the army, by isolating the Rights in the 
Kuomintang, and working fos their resignation or expulsion. 

All these documents were known to the opposition, but it carefully 
avoided mentioning them. As Comrade Stalin said: 

"Why does it [the opposition] say nothing about thern[the above docu- 
ments]? Because its aun ts to raise a squabble, not to bring out the truth”. 

"And yet there was a time when the present leaders of the opposition, espe- 
cially Zinoviev and Kamenev, did understand something about Leninism and, 
in the rain, advocated the same policy for the Chinese revolutionary move- 
ment as was pursued by the Comintern, and which Comrade Lenin outlined 
for us in his theses", I have in mind the Sixth Plenum of the Communist Inter- 
national, held in February-March 1926, when Zinoviev was Chairman of the 
Comintern, when he was still a Leninist and had not yet migrated to Trotsky’s 
camp. I mention the Suth Plenum of the Communist International because 
there is a resolution adopted unanimously in February-March 1926, and which 
gives approximately the sarne estimate of the first stage of the Chinese revol- 
ution, of the Canton Kuomintang and of the Canton government, as is given by 
the Comintern and by the CPSU(B), but which the opposition is now repudiat- 
ing. I mention this resolution because Zinoviev voted for it at that time, and 
not a single member of the Central Committee, not even Trotsky, Karnenev or 
the other leaders of the present opposition, objected to it. 

“Permit me to quote a few passages from that resolution. 

“Here is what is said in the resolution about the Kuomintang: 

"The Shanghai and Hong Kong political strikes of the Chinese workers (Junc-Septem- 
ber, 1925) marked a turning point in the struggie of the Chinese peopie for liberation from 
the foreign imperialists. . The political action of the proletariat gave a powerful impetus to 
the further development and consolidation of all the revolutionary-democratic organisations 
in the country, especially of the pcopie’s revolutionary party, the Kuomintang, and the revol- 
utionary government in Canton. The Kuomintang Party, the main body of which acted in al- 
liance with the Chinese Communists, & a_syolutiogary bioc of worker, peasants, 
intellectuals. and the urban democracy, based on the common class interest of these strata 
in the struggje against the foreign imperialists and against the whole military-feudal way of 
life, for the independence of the country and for a singje revolutionary democratic govern- 
meat’ (Resolution of the Sith Plenum of the Executive Committee of the Com- 
munist International) (Stalin’s emphases). 
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"Thus, the Canton Kuomintang is an alliance of four 'classes’. As you see, 
this is almost 'Martynovism’ * sanctified by none other than the then Chair- 
man of the Comintern, Zinoviev. 


"About the Canton Kuomintang government: 


succeeded in castiening contact with the widest masses of the workers, pcasants, and urban 
democracy, and, basing itscif on them, has smashed the counter-revolutionary bands sup- 
ported by the imperialists (and is working for the radical democratisation of the whole pol- 
itical life of the Kwangtung Province). Thus, being the vanguard in the oe of Chinese 
people for independence, the Cap 
ieee as eerie caane i) (Stalin’ s Smphases): 

“It turns out that the Canton Kuomintang government, being a bloc of four 
‘classes’, was a revolutionary government, and not only revolutionary, but even 
a model for the future revolutionary-democratic government in China. 

“About the united front of workers, peasants and the bourgeoisie: 

‘In face of the new dangers, the Chincse Communist party and the Kuomintang must 
develop the most wide-spread political actmity, organising mass action in support of the 
struggic of the people's armies, taking advantage of the contradictions within the camp of 
the impenialists and opposing to them a united national revolutionary front of the broadest 


Strata of the population (workers, peasants and the bourgeoisie) under the leadership of the 
revolutionary-democratic organisations’ (ibid) (Stalin’s emphases). 

"It follows that temporary blocs and agreements with the bourgeoisie in co- 
lonial countries at a certain stage of the colonial revolution are not only per- 
missible, but positively essential. 

“Is it not true that this is very sumilar to what Lenin tells us in his well- 
known directives for the tactics of communists in colonial and dependent 
countries? It is a pity, however, that Zinoviev has already managed to forget 
that. 

"The question of withdrawal from the Kuomintang: 

Certain sections of the Chinese big bourgeoisie, which had temporanily grouped them- 
Selves around the Kuomintang Party, withdrew from it dunng the past year, which resulted 
in the formation on the Right wing of the Kuomintang of a small group that openly opposed 
a close alliance between the Kuomintang and the masses of the working people, demanded 
the expulsion of the Communists from the em and Bopper the revolutionary pol- 


icy of the Canton government. The co 
of the Kuomintang (January, 1926) eT ey ey en 
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tang-and the Canton goverment and cosum for the Kuomintang the mvolutionary support 
of the proictaniat (ibid) (Stalin’s emphasis). 

"It is seen that withdrawal of the Communists from the Kuomintang at the 
first stage of the Chinese revolution would have been a serious mistake. It is a 
pity, however, that Zinoviev, who voted for this resolution, had already man- 
aged to forget it in about a month; for it was not later than April 1926 (within a 
month) that Zinoviev demanded the unmediate withdrawal of the Commun- 
ists from the Kuomintang. 

"About the deviations within the Chinese Communist Party and the unper- 
missibility of skapping over the Kuomintang phase of the revolution: 

"The political self-determination of the Chinese Communists will develop in the struggic 
against two equally harmful deviations: against Right Liquidationism, which ignores the in- 
dependent class tasks of the Chinese proletariat and leads to a formicss merging with the 
general democratic national movement, and — the extreme Left sentiments in favour of 
skipping " Ons 10 he movement to come immediately to 
the tasks of seat cae dictatorship and Soviet power, forgetting about the peasantry, that 
basic and decisive factor in the Chinese movement for national emancipation’ (ébid) 
(Stalin’s emphases). 

"As you see, here are all the grounds for convicting the opposition now of 
wanting to skip over the Kuomintang phase of development in China, of 
underestimating the peasant movement, and of dashing post-haste towards So- 
viets. It hits the nail right on the head. 


“Do Zinoviev, Kamenev and Trotsky know about this resolution? 


"We must assume that they do. At any rate Zinoviev must know about it, 
for it was under his chairmanship that this resolution was adopted at the Sixth 
Plenum of the Comintern, and he himself voted for it. Why are the leaders of 
the opposition now avoiding this resolution of the highest body of the world 
communist movement? Why are they keeping silent about it? Because it Qums 
against them on all questions concerning the Chinese revolution. Because it re- 
futes the whole of the present Trotskyist standpoint of the opposition. Because 
they have deserted the Comintern, deserted Leninism and now, fearing their 
past, fearing their own shadows, are obliged cravenly to avotd the resolution of 
the Sith Plenum of the Comintern” (Stalin: About China, the International 
Situation and the Defence of the USSR, speech delivered at the joint plenum 
of the Central Committee and the Central Control Commission of the 
CPSU, August Ist 1927) (Stalin’s emphases). 
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This is how matters stand with regard to the first stage of the Chinese 
Revolution and the line of the Comintern. 


Let us now pass on to the second stage of the Chinese Revolution. 


The Second Stage of the Chinese Revolution 


In regard to the second stage of the Chinese Revolution, when the 
centre of the revolution had moved to Wuhan in opposition to the centre of 
counter-revolution in Nanking, the opposition, in its usual slanderous way, 
asserted that the Comintern had failed to warn the Communist Party of 
China of the possible collapse of the Wuhan Kuomintang, i.c. of the deser- 
tion of the Left Kuomintang to the side of counter-revolution. This mali- 
cious slander is repeated these days not only by the Trotskyites, but also by 
some ’anti-revisionists’ in Britain. To refute this slander, allow me, to quote 
some documents relating to the second period of the Chinese Revolution. 


Document 1: May 1927 


“The most important thing now in the internal policy of the Kuornintang is 
to develop the agranan revolution systematically in all provinces, particularly 
in Kwangtung, under the slogan "All power to the peasant associations and 
committees in the countryside’. This is the basis for the success of the revol- 
ution and of the Kuomintang, This is the basis for creating in China a big and 
powerful political and military army against imperialism and its agents. Practi- 
cally, the slogan of confiscating the land is quite Gmely for the provinces in 
ee si alicia 


‘It is necessary to Start at once to organise eight or ten divisions of revol- 
utionary peasants and workers with absolutely reliable officers. This will be a 
Wuhan guards force both at the front and in the rear for disarming unreliable 
units. This must not be delayed. 

"Disintegrating activities must be intensified in the rear and in Chiang Kai- 
shek’s units, and assistance must be given to the insurgent peasants in Kwang- 
tung where the rule of the landlords is particularly unbearable" (Stalin’s speech 
of August Ist, 1927) (Stalin’s emphases). 


Document 2: May 1927 
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troops, but through the peasant associations. We are decidedly in favour of the 
actual seizure of the land by the masses. Apprehensions concerning Tang Ping- 
shan’s mission are not devoid of foundation. You must not sever yourselves 
from the worlang-class and peasant movernent, but must assist tf in every way. 


aaah Gf aoe esa Gd WORE: Cis ied wall be aa prow ike 
Ee ee ne ee ee ee ee 
struchite of the’ Kitondintong tous be changed Tae lip iaadarsiip of the Kas: 
muintang must certainly be refreshed and reinforced with new leaders who have 
come to the fore in the agrarian revolution. While the local organisations must 
ee and peasants’ a associ- 


20,000 communists, ind. dbonit 50,000 a seaiaieiany “ian and peasants 
from Hunan and Hupeh, form several new army corps, use the students at the 
ee 


So, it can clearly be seen that the Comintern not only foresaw the events, 
but mt also gave a timely warning of the dangers ahead to the CPC. The Co- 
mimtern pointed out that the systematic development of the “agrarian revol- 
ution” was “the basis for the success of the revolution and of the Kuomintang"; 
that a fight must be waged against “some of the old leaders of the Central 
Committee of the Kuomintang” who “are frightened by events, ... are vacillating 
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and compromising’; and, above, all, the Comintern drew the attention of the 
CPC to the following important task ° organise your own reliable army before 
it is too late", and by way of warning, the Comintern added: ‘if this is not 
done there is no guarantee against failure”. Thus, it is clear as daylight that 
the Trotskyite allegations regarding the failure" of the Comintern and of 
Stalin to warn the Chinese Communists about a possible collapse of the 
Kuomintang have never been anything other than bourgeois slanders pure 
and simple. It is clear that the Comintern, as well as Stalin, gave timely 
warning to the Chinese Communists that the Kuomintang will ‘perish" unless 
measures of the type suggested in the above-quoted documents were ur- 
gently taken. 


Some Conclusions 


From what has already been said, it is not at all difficult to realise that 
the policy advocated by the Comintern and by Stalin was a correct and rev- 
olutionary policy which in a thoroughgoing and truly scientific manner inte- 
grated the universal truths of Marxism-Leninism with the concrete practice 
of the Chinese Revolution; whereas the policy advocated by the Trotskyist 
Opposition was an anti-Leninist policy based, not on a scientific analysis of 
the concrete problems of the Chinese Revolution but, on some ready-made 
formulae, which formulae the opposition held to be obligatory for all tames 
and all places. The policy advocated by the opposition was based on an 
’analysis’ which took no account of the fact that the Chinese Revolution was 
both an anti-imperialist and anti-feudal revolution in character. Therefore, 
the Trotskyist opposition, ignoring reality and in opposition to reality, pur- 
sued, on the question of the Chinese Revolution, a policy which was subjec- 
tivist and counter- revolutionary, which pleased the hearts of the enemies of 
the Chinese Revolution, the Chiang Kai-sheks and the various imperialist 
powers. At this stage, it would be extremely useful to sum up the errors of 
the Trotskyist opposition on the question of the Chinese Revolution, in the 
words of Comrade Stalin: 


"The chief mistakes of the opposition are: 

"(1) The opposition does not understand the character and prospects of the 
Chinese Revolution; 

"(2) The opposition sees no difference between the revolution in China and 


the revolution in Russia, between revolution in colonial countries and revol- 
ution in imperialist countries; 
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*(3) The opposition is departing from Leninist tactics, on the question of 
the attitude to the national bourgeoisie in colonial countries at the first stage of 
the revolution; 

"(4) The opposition does not understand the question of the Communists’ 

‘cipation in the Kutontintans; 

"(5) The opposition is violating the principles of Leninist tactics on the 
question of the relations between the vanguard (the party) and the rearguard 
(the vast masses of the working people); 

"(6) The opposition ts departing from the resolutions of the Suth and 
Seventh Plenums of the Executive Committee of the Communist Interna- 
tional". 

Continues Stalin: 


"The opposition notsily brags about its policy on the Chinese question and 
asserts that if that policy had been adopted the situation in China today {i.c. 
August Ist, 1927 - HB] would be better than it is. It scarcely needs proof that, 
SORSMEETIE the gross mistakes committed a the opposition, the Chincie Com: 


rhe faci thas ti Fast od Caen has in ai ones eT tio 
from a small group of five or six thousand into a mass party of 60,000 mem- 
bers; the fact that the CPC has succeeded in organising nearly 3,000,000 prole- 
tarians in trade unions during the period; the fact that the CPC has succeeded 
in rousing the many millions of the peasantry from their torpor and in drawing 
tens of millions of peasants into the revolutionary peasant associations, the 
fact that the CPC has succeeded during this period in winning over whole regt- 
ments and divisions of national troops; the fact that the CPC has succeeded 
during this period in converting the idea of the hegemony of the proletanat 
from an daniels into a —— a Rae RN AT GRO 
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Comrade Stalin was absolutcly correct m saying that the gains of the 
Chinese Communist Party (CPC) were attributable, among other things, “to 
its having followed the path outlined by Lenin, the path indicated by the Co- 
mintern®. He was also right in saying that if the anti-Leninist policy of the 
opposition on the Chinese Revolution had been followed by the CPC, the 
above- mentioned gains would not have been achieved at all. 


Defeats of 1927 mainly due to opportunism 
of the Chen Tu- hsiu clique 


In fact, a study of the Chinese Revolution (both up to the end of 1927 
and afterwards) shows that the successes and the failures of the revolution 
are closcly related to whether the CPC successfully carried out the Leninist 
policy indicated by the Comintern or not. In the period when the CPC car- 
ried out the policy of the Comintem, the gains of the revolution were cnor- 
mous. But, m proportion as the CPC failed to carry out the policy indicated 
by the Comintern and by Stalin, it suffered defeats. In fact, the defeats of 
1927 of the Chinese Revolution were due, in no small measure, to the fact 
that the CPC failed to adhere to the line of the Cominterm and of Stalin. It is 
not at all surprising that at that tume the CPC was headed by the notorious 
opportunist, Chen Tu-hsiu. Under his leadership the CPC failed to deepen 
the agrarian revolution and to conduct a thorough exposure of the Kuomuin- 
tang Rights. Soon after the defeats of 1927, Chen Tu-hsm was defeated in 
the Party. After this defeat he made an unsuccessful attempt to launch a 
Trotskyist movement m China, and on December 10th, 1929, made a state- 
ment that it was necessary to “work undeviatingly on the side of the interna- 
tional opposition led by Comrade Trotsky”. In regard to the defeats of 1927, 
which were duc, in no small measure, to the failure of the CPC, under the 
leadership of Chen Tu-hsiu, to implement the policy advocated by the Co- 
mintern and by Stalin, Chen Tu-hsiu tned to whitewash his own opportunist 
role and blame Stalin for his opportunism with the following statement 
which is full of malicious slander and lies: 

"I [Chen Tu-hsiu - HB], whose understanding was not sufficiently clear, 
whose opinion was not sufficiently resolute, deeply mired in the atmosphere of 
opportunism, sincerely supported the opportunist policy of the Third Interna- 
tional. I unconsciously became an instrument of the narrow Stalin faction; I 
did not have an opportunity to develop; I could not save the party; I could not 
save the revolution..." 
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That the above statement of Chen Tu-hsiu is full of malicious lies is 
shown not only by the subsequent victorious path traversed by the Chinese 
Revolution under the bniliant, correct and Leninist leadership of Mao Tse- 
tung, but also by the following statement which the Executive Committec of 
the CPC issucd on August 7th, 1927, by way of self-criticism: 

“The Communist International has repeatedly instructed the CPC to fight 
for the unprovernent of the material conditions of the working masses. ... Al 
ee ee eee 

b tutely, especially those elements 
which ae most clase conscious and best oponised. - But the leading organ of 
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with the.leaders of the Kuomintang, decided on an arbitrary method of media- 
tion and ruled that the final authonty belonged to the government. Under the 
government of a coalition of classes, led at this first stage by the bourgeoisie, 
this kind of policy actually served merely to protect the interests of the bour- 
geoisie and greatly obstructed the workers’ movernent. ... 


“The agrarian revolution is the crux of the bourgeots- democratic revolution 
in China. The Communist International has repeatedly explained itself con- 
"The relation between the Party and the Communist International was also 
no in Beordanre van ate organisational Sas enh There has never 


sees aera ee Gana eae dcp Gulls Guus ae aan 
the Chinese and International Communist movernent. ... The Chinese Com- 
munist Party not only camed out an erroneous policy, a policy that brought the 
revotution to defeat, that voluntarily liquidated the revolution and capitulated 
to the enerny, but also would not admit its errors and obey the instructions of 
the Communist International...” (my emphasis - HB) 


The truth contained in the above statement of the CPC ts further corro- 
borated by the following extract borrowed from the pamphlet, Stalin and the 
Chinese Revolution, by Chen Po-ta: 

"The Chen Tu-hstu opportunism of 1927 was precisely opposed to tus dia- 
lectical analysis |of the character of the Chinese Revolution, according to 
which the Chinese Revolution was of an anti-feudal as well as an anti-imper- 
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ialist nature - HB] by Stalin. The Chen Tu-hsiu opportunism later merged 
with counter- revoluticnary Trotskyism. This is well known and will not be 
dwelt on further.” 

Thus it can be seen that the defeats suffered by the Chinese Revolution 
mm 1927 were duc, mainly, to the opportunism of the Chen Tu-hsiu clique, 
who, rejecting the policy advocated by Stalin and the Comintern, failed to 
deepen the agrarian revolution. The rejection by the Chen Tu-hsiu clique of 
the policy of the Comintern was entirely due to the fact that this clique did 
not accept, and was “opposed to the dialectical analysis by Stalin". The op- 
portunists in the CPC went so far as to suppress Stalin’s writings on the 
Chinese Revolution. "Both in 1927 when Chen Tu-hsiu was in power and 
afterwards, the opportunists either intentionally or unintentionally obstructed 
the dissemination inside the Chinese Party of Stalin’s many works on the 
Chinese question" (Chen Po-ta, ibid). 

Events subsequent to the defeats of 1927, leading to the victory of the 
Chinese Revolution in 1949, have amply proved that violations of the dialec- 
tical and Marxist-Leninist analysis of the Chinese Revolution made by Stalin 
unfailingly brought setbacks to the Chinese Revolution, to the cause of the 
liberation of the Chinese people. Close adherence to the dialectical teach- 
ings of Stalin just as unfailingly caused the Chinese Revolution to make gi- 
gantic strides forward. Comrade Mao Tse-tung has stressed this truth again 
and again. 

To quote Chen Po-ta: 

“It should be pot out in this connection that during the twenty-odd 
years since 1927 °, the errors of both Right and ’Left’ opportunisrn which oc- 
curred within our party were usually, in the first place, violations of this dialec- 
tical analysis by Stalin regarding the nature of the revolution, by overlooking 
either the anti-imperialist or the anti-feudal aspect"(ibid). 

That is why during the ten-year civil war period, the ‘left’ opportunists, 
ignoring the anti-imperialist aspect of the Chinese Revolution, forgetting 
that "the bourgeois-dernocratic revolution in China is characterised by the 
sharpening of the struggle against unperialisrn” = opposed the policy of for- 
ming an anti-imperialist front. They also prematurely advanced the policy of 
carrying Out “the ansformation into a socialist revolution". 

However, during the War of Resistance to Japanese aggression, these 
left? opportunists transformed themselves, as was to be expected, into Right 
opportunists. Ignoring the anti-feudal aspect of the Chmesc Revolution, 


Chapter 15 THE CONCEPTION OF THE UNITED FRONT THAT 389 
THE COMINTERN IMPRESSED ON THE CPC 


they came to hold views akin to those held by the opportunist Chen Tu-hsiv. 

They failed to realise the decisive significance of deepening the agrarian 
movement. They neatly fitted into the category of those Chinese Commun- 
ists that Stalin had in mind when he said: 

"I know that there are ... even Chinese communists who do not consider it 
possible to unleash revolution in the countryside, since they fear that if the 
peasantry were drawn into the revolution it would disrupt the united anti-imn- 
perialist front”. 

The Right opportunists forgot the Leninist teaching of Stalin that "the 
anti-impernialist front in China will become stronger and more powerful, the 
sooner and more Solidly the Chinese peasantry is drawn into the revolution". 
From their standpoint of ignoring the anti-feudal aspect of the Chinese Rev- 
olution, the Right opportunists, in the period of the War of Resistance to 
Japanese aggression, went on to advocate, just as had been done by the 
Chen Tu-hsiu clique, giving up the leadership of the proletariat. They “saw 
only the bourgeoisie" and failed to see.a future for the victory of the people’s 
democratic revolution and for socialism. They forgot the Leninist teaching 
of Stalin and of the Comintern on the Chinese Revolution that “the role of 
the initiator and leader of the Chinese Revolution, the role of the leader of the 
Chinese peasantry must inevitably fall to the Chinese proletariat and its party”. 


Mao Tse-tung applied the Comintem line to China 


It is indeed the great merit of Comrade Mao Tse-tung that he fought 
courageously against the ’Left’ and Right opportunist deviations within the 
CPC; that he fought for the implementation of the Lenimist policy advocated 
by the Comintern and by Stalin; that he delivered crushing blows at the dog- 
matists and the Rightists in the Chinese Party; and above all, that, he, m a 
most creative way applied the Comintern Ime to the situation m China and 
in so doing further developed it to a still higher stage. It was this skillful in- 
tegration, by the CPC, under the brilliant leadership of Mao Tse-tung, of 
the line of the Commtern with the concrete practice of the Chinese Revol- 
ution which, among other things, led to the success of the Chinese Revol- 
ution. 

Under the brillant leadership of Comrade Mao Tse-tung, the CPC 
never for a moment ignored either the anti-imperialist or the anti-feudal as- 
pect of the Chinese Revolution. While carrying out its task of leading the 
peasantry in the agrarian revolution, it never missed an opportunity of 


broadening the anti-imperialist front of the Chinese Revolution by forming 
a national united front, thereby also overcoming the isolation of the agrarian 
revolution. The formation in 1937 of the anti-imperialist front at the insist- 
ence of the CPC was a culmination of the brilliant tactics of the CPC under 
the wise leadership of Comrade Mao Tse-tung. 

The fact that the Chiang Kai-shek bandits were forced to agree to a 
united front with the Communist Party m order to wage the War of Resist- 
ance of the Chinese people against Japancse aggression was a brilliant vic- 
tory for the line of Mao Tse-tung, for the Ime of Stalin and that of the 
Comuntern. It was at the same time a refutation of the counter-revolutionary 
nonsense of the Trotskyites. 

It is also the great merit of Mao Tse-tung that under his leadership, the 
CPC avoided the mistakes of the 1927 period and firmly upheld the prin- 
ciple of the independence of the Communust Party within the Anti-Japancse 
United Front as well as the principle of rousmg the peasantry to revolution. 
The CPC, under the leadership of Mao Tsc-tung, fought against the dog- 
matists when they opposed the formation of the United Front and advo- 
cated “overthrowing everybody". Comrade Mao Tsc-tung addressed the 
dogmatists thus: 

"You cannot overthrow those in power, So you want to overthrow those who 
are not in power. They are already out of power, yet, you will want to overthrow 
ther". 

The CPC also fought against the dogmatists when, during the War of 
Resistance against Japan, the latter swung over to advocating “unify with 
everybody”. 

So, it was by following the correct Marxist-Leninist imc m regard to the 
nature of the Chinese Revolution and in the matter of tactics that the CPC, 
under the correct leadership of Comrade Mao Tsc-tung, was able to lead 
the Chinese people successfully to achieve the People’s Democratic Revol- 
ution and then pass over to achieve socialism m China. 

Had the counter-revolutionary jumble, advocated by the Trotskyite op- 
position, been followed by the CPC, % would certamly have meant either the 
victory of imperialism or the establishment of the dictatorship of the bour- 
geossic in Chima. It could on no account resuit in the establishment of the 
revolutionary- democratic dictatorship of the proletariat and the peasantry 
under the leadership of the proletariat, leading in course of time to the es- 
tablishment of the dictatorship of the proletariat. Perhaps, Trotsky wanted 


Chapter 15 THE CONCEPTION OF THE UNITED FRONT THAT K > 4 | 
THE COMINTERN IMPRESSED ON THE CPC 


the establishment of the dictatorship of the bourgeosic? This seems to have 
been the case, for, im his ‘Prospects and Tasks in the East’ of 1924, Trotsky 
Says: 

"There is no doubt whatever that if the Kuomintang in China succeeds in 
sing Chi ee ere ee a ee 
in China will make enormous strides forward. And all this leads to the mobili- 
sation of countless proletarian masses which will unmediately emerge from a 
chistoric serni-barbarian state..." 

Such is the essence of all the ultra-‘left’ phrasemongering of the author 
of the ’permanent revolution’! 

Had the CPC followed the line of the Trotskyist opposition, we would 
not today have the People’s Republic of Chma. 


To those who sow dissension between the imes of Mao Tse-tung 
and of Stalin 


There are many Trotskyites, as well as those who arc not Trotskyites, 
who assert that there were fundamental differences betwecn Comrade 
Stalm and Comrade Mao Tse-tung, that Stalm did not render any assistance 
to the Chimese Revolution and that he tried his best to betray the cause of 
the liberation of the Chinese people. In view of these persistent slanders 
and misrepresentations, | find it necessary to conclude my speech this eve- 
ning with a few remarks that Comrade Mao Tse-tung made m a speech de- 
lvered by him on December 20th, 1939, on the occasion of the 60th birthday 
of Stalin. Comrade Mao Tsc-tung said: 

“However, there are friends of another land, friends who have real sym- 
pathy with us and regard us as brothers. Who are they? They are the Soviet 
people and Stalin. 

"No other country has renounced its privileges in China; the Soviet Union 
alone has done so. 

"All the imperialists opposed us during our First Great Revolution; the So- 
viet Union alone helped us. 

"No government of any unperialist country has given us real help since the 
outbreak of the War of Resistance Against Japan; the Soviet Union alone has 
helped China with its aviation and supplies. 

"Is not the point clear enough? 
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"Only the land of socialism, its leaders and people, and socialist thinkers, 
statesmen and workers can give real help to the cause of liberation of the 
Chinese nation and the Chinese people, and without their help our cause can- 

“Stalin is the true friend of the cause of liberation of the Chinese people. 
No attempt to sow dissension, no lies and calumnies, can affect the Chinese 
people’s whole-hearted love and respect for Stalin and our genuine friendship 
for the Soviet Union®. (Mao Tse-tung: Selected Works). 

No comment ts necessary. These remarks of Comrade Mao Tse-tung, 
the leader of the victorious Chinese Revolution, are more than sufficient to 
refute the campaign of lies of the open, and hidden, Trotskyites, who have 
been doing their best to “sow dissension" and cause confusion, who have 
been trymg their best to represent the revolutionary line of Mao Tse-tung as 
being different from the revolutionary line of Stalin; these remarks are more 
than sufficient to refute the slanderous propaganda, of ’friends’ and 
enemies alike, against Stalin. 

I have reproduced the above quotation of Mao Tse-tung to refute not 
only the Trotskyites, but also organisations such as the Communist Feder- 
ation of Britain (Marxist-Leninist) (CFB) who, following in the wake of 
Trotskyism, accuse Stalin of narrow nationalism® and who are using the 
name of Mao Tse-tung to attack Stalin. 


Just as it is necessary to counter this trend in the movement which, 
under the pretence of praising Mao Tse-tung, is attacking Stalin, so it is 
necessary to counter the opposite trend, which uses Stalin as a shield from 
behind which to attack Mao Tse-tung and the People’s Republic of China. 

It is a sheer waste of time to discuss which of these two trends (the one 
that uses the name of Mao Tse-tung to attack Stalin, and the other that 
hides behind Stalin to attack Mao Tse-tung and the CPC) is more harmful. 
They are both equally dangerous. It is, therefore, our bounden communist 
duty to fight against both. 


Finally 


What I have stated tonight is only a brief introduction to the subject 
under discussion. It is my hope that it will arouse sufficient interest m the 
communist movement and will lead to further study and investigation, clan- 
fication of the issues involved, and a refutation of the bourgeois lies. May I 
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add that there is no better way of studying the question of the Chinese Rev- 
olution than an intelligent study of the writings of Mao Tse-tung, and those 
of Stalin on the Chinese Revolution. 


NOTES 


L. Lenin: Preliminary Drafi of Theses om the National and Colenial Questions. 


2 Io an articice on the development of the Chinese revolution 1925-27, A Martynov (a former 
Meanshevik, who was admitted to membership of the RCP(B) by the Twelfth Party Congress) 
advanced the thesis that the revolution in China could peacefully evolve from a bourgeois- 
democratic revolution into a proletarian revolution. The Trotsky-Zinoviev anti-Soviet bloc 
tried to thrust responsibility for Martynov’s mistaken thesis upon the leadership of the Co- 
mintern and of the CPSU. 

3%. Thss part of Chea Po-ta’s pamphict was writica in 1949. 

4. Stal: The Chrimese Revobsution and the Tasks of the Communist International. 

S. See The Origin and Developunent of Revisionism im the Soviet Unien, in the Marxist-Le- 
nimist Quarterty, No 2, Sammer 1972. 


Part V 


The Spanish Civil War 


"The toilers of the Soviet Union only fulfil their duty 
when they give aid to the Spanish revolutionary 
masses. They are aware that the liberation of Spain 
from the persecution of Fascist reactionaries is not 
a private cause of Spaniards, but a universal cause 
of the whole of advanced and progressive mankind." 

- Stalin 


Chapter 16 


Background to the Spanish Civil War 


Condition of the Spanish workers and peasamnts 


Bo ee ee ee 
strangichold of feudal landlordism to bring Spain into the modern 
world, but in one way or another the feudal landlords had been abie to re- 
tard the rise of the bourgeoisie, the development of capitalism, and hence 
the development of the working class. In this way, the Spanish cconomy 
grew more and more backward in relation to the modern world and more 
and more helpless m the face of competition from countries where the 
bourgeois revolution had been completed. As a result the condition of the 
Spanish people deteriorated steadily both relatively and absolutely. This is 
how Frank Jellinck described the situation in the 1930s: 

"Spain is a country of hunger. mainly of sheer physical hunger, but also of 
hunger for land. 

“A population of which nearly 70% lives on the land possesses almost 
none of it. 65% of the population held 6.3% of the land, while 4% of the 

*... The Duke of Medinaceli owned 79, 146 hectares, two and a half million 
Galician peasants owned 2.9 million,* (p33). 

"In this land, which the Moors considered the earthly Paradise and treated 
with the utmost care ... the cultivated surface totals 22 million hectares, the un- 
cultvated 24 million... 

"The causes of this monstrous wastage can be found in the political and 
economic history of the Spanish ruling classes. Deforestation, the conversion 
of arable land into steppe and of agricultural soil into grazing grounds, enclo- 
sures, absentee landlordism, the lack of a strong internal market owing to the 
incredibly low wages paid, the struggle first between agricultural and stock- 
breeding interests, then between agrarianism and industry, combined to ruin 
the country." (ibid. p34). 

By the 1930s the question of the Spanish bourgeois revolution was the al- 
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most universal agenda for the Spanish people, but it had powerful enemies. 
Foremost among these, of course, were the big powerful aristocratic land- 
owners, which included the Catholic Church - especially the Jesuits. The 
aristocracy could secure any election result they wanted through the power 
they wielded over the peasantry (this influence being known as caciquisrno) 
and could thereby censure firm control over the machinery of state, and the 
Church controlled virtually all education of children and exerted a powerful 
ideological influence over Spanish people. 

"The struggle between wheat-cattle [agrarianism] and textiles-steel [indus- 
try] had profound social and political effects. A decrease in agricultural prices 
and a rise in wages would favour industry by strengthening the internal market. 
Simultaneously it would strengthen the petty-bourgeois and proletanan move- 
ments which grew up within the industrial drive to power and used the victories 
of the big bourgeoisie to open up for thernselves new possibilities for expan- 
sion. Thus it was necessary for the feudal agrarians to keep the country as un- 
poverished as possible, and in this they were entirely successful", (ibid. p35). 

"With almost entire control of Spanish politics, the agfarians could fight of 
the threat from industry almost as easily as they had crushed commerce in the 
16th century," (ibid. p36). 

Various foreign impenalist countries had acquired interests in Spanish 
concerns, such as mining and even the national telephone service, and they 
too had an interest in maintaining Spain in a relatively backward state so 
that there would be no threat to their investments. Frank Jellinek points out 
(p.278): 

"The development of native Spanish industry must necessarily have brought 
not only competition with the foreign interests but also, as the Goveming 
Board of Rio Tinto {an English company] repeatedly complained to its share- 
holders, a revolutionary atmosphere. It was essential, therefore, to see that the 
plus- value should be neutralised by exportation of capital". Suffice it to say 
that is exactly what was done. 


For those who desperately longed for progress - above all the working 
class and the peasant masses who bore the brunt of Spain’s backwardness in 
the squalor and poverty that made up their everyday lives, but also the more 
energetic and daring elements of the national bourgeoisie and petty bour- 
geoisie, especially those concentrated in the industrially-developed regions 
of the Basque country and Catalonia, there seemed to be little hope of 
breaking loose from these iron shackles. Many had tried and failed. But in 
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the early 20th century at last signs began to appear that things might change. 

Clearly Spanish workers and peasants could not but fight back against 
those whom they saw as responsible for the harshness of their lives. The 
Spanish national bourgeoisie too, in a typically indecisive manner, also 
sought to create the conditions for its own further development. Ideologi- 
cally, however, until the 1930s the working class was numerically weak and 
tended to imbibe the petty-bourgeois anarchist concepts thal were so pre- 
valent in Spain, as described and explained by Engels in The Basaninists at 
Work. In the late 1920s and 1930s, however, under the influence of the 
world communist movement whose impact was so enhanced by the Soviet 
Union’s October Revolution, the Spanish working class began in a modest 
way to develop its independent working-class party and its independent 
working-class line. From modest beginnings, Spanish communism had by 
the outbreak of the Spanish Civil War become a force to be reckoned with, 
and throughout the war its strength grew to become the dominant force in 
Republican politics. Hence the growth and the political maturation of the 
Spanish working class became an important impulse for social change. 

At the same time the hopeless economic decadence and corruption of 
Spanish society ensured that the working class received a good schoolmg for 
revolution as is clear from the following description by Raymond Carr of 
the situation following the first world war. 


“Whereas the Second World War entailed privation that hid faults in the so- 
cial structure in a common misery, the war of 1914-18 brought a prosperity that 
exposed them. As a neutral power, Spain, from 1915 to 1918, experienced 
boom profits and a spectacular rise in prices. Catalan [textile] mills supplied 
French soldiers, the disappearance of cheap Welsh coal stimulated feverish ac- 
tivity in the Asturian coalfields ... 

"Certainly much of this activity represented quick profits rather than sound 
expansion ... The real secret of Spain’s wartime prosperity was the reversal of 
the terms of trade for primary products and the high prices her textiles could 
commana ... it was reflected, therefore, in the price of the peseta rather than in 
an industrial break-through. These conditions made possible a repatriation of 
the national and railway debt and fostered the growth of the power of the great 
banks. 

"The war boom and the dramatic price rise unsettled all labour relations. 
Wages rose rapidly, especially in the Asturian mines and among unskalled wor- 
kers in Catalonia and the industrial North ... but some workers experienced no 
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gain in real wages ... and this at a time when employers, it was assurned, were 
making vast ‘speculative’ profits. These conditions favoured a rapid growth of 
organised labour at a moment when the war was making Spain ungovernable 
by parliamentary methods,” (p.497-499). 

If the war and rising prices had led to unrest, the end of the war intensi- 
fied contradictions a thousand-fold: 

"The post-war contraction of the European market brought crisis to Spain. 

The margnal Asturian mines closed down. The end of a war which had sup- 
ported an enormous increase in shipping brought correspondingly enormous 
losses as freight rates fell. Many companies found thernseives crippled by the 
expense of ships built in the boom; the ships were laid up and the Bilbao yards 
lay idle; the new steel mills found no dernand for their products. Landowners, 
who had brought marginal land into cultivation, allowed it to revert to scrub 
pasture. Thus agricultural under- employment aggravated unemployment in 
towns. 
"Falling prices and unemployment, therefore, lay behind the revolutionary 
strikes of 1919-23 ... Employers argued that unless they broke the unions, the 
unions would break thern by demands which, if satisfied, would drive thern out 
of business,” (p509). 

Troops were sent to suppress strikes bloodily and mercilessly. From 
1919-25 there ensued what Carr terms a Labour War, which was charac- 
terised not only by major strikes and by street fighting m Barcelona between 
workers and police, but also by assassinations of political leaders on both 
sides. As electors grew more and more angry at the situation in which they 
found themselves, the ability of caciquasmo to guarantee a ’safe’ election re- 
sult seemed doubtful. The rulmg classes felt that parliamentary democracy 
had to be suspended, and it was suspended in 1923, by means of a military 
coup (at which the ’constitutional’ monarch of Spain, Alfonso XIII, con- 
nived) that installed a military dictatorship under General Antonio Primo 
de Rivera. 

The mstallation of a miltary regime did not, needless to say, improve 
matters. The military were cotirely in the pockets of the feudal aristocracy, 
whose ideology permeated every pore of the officer corps. General Primo 
de Rivera was no morc enlightened than one could in those circumstances 
expect from a military appointec. He took measures to suppress the masses 
which were quite mindlessly and unnecessarily reactionary: these measures 
included suppression of the petty-bourgeots Catalan nationalist movement, 
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suppression of all democratic rights such as the nght to trial by jury and the 
freedom of the press, and the wholesale persecution, imprisonment and 
exile of workers’ and peasants’ leaders. As conflict became ever more acute 
rather than better and decided to make Primo de Rivera into a scapegoat 
while they tried to think of some other way of saving thei privilege and 
power. Hence both the army and the king turned against Primo de Rivera, 
largely in an effort to absolve themscives from blame, and by 29 January 
1930 the General was forced to resign. He died in Paris later that year. 


His resignation came too late to save the monarchy, which followed 
Primo de Rivera into cule fifteen months later, in April 1931. This followed 
munscipal elections on 12 Apnil which proved the people to be completely 
hostile to the monarchy because of its support of the military dictatorship. 
The ruling classes saw the sacrifice of the monarchy as the only way of 
buying time in which to try to dissipate or divert the hostility of the masses 
away from the crumbling feudal edifice. 


The Republic 


The masses were for the time being diverted. Indeed,they went wild 
with joy. Then a full general election was held on 28 June 1931, which far- 
ther confirmed the results of the April municipal elections: 117 Socialists, 93 
Radicals, 59 Republican Radical Socialists, 27 Republican Action, 27 Right 
Republicans, 33 Catalan Nationalists, 16 Galician Nationalists and other 
anti- Monarchists 28. The Monarchists could only muster 85 seats between 
them. But im spite of the fact that the government was made up, as a result 
of these elections, of relatively progressive elements, it proved quite helpless 
when it came to making any fundamental change in the class nature of the 
Spanish state. 

David Mitchell writes that after the first Prime Minister Alcal4 Zamora, 
was replaced by Manuel Azana in October 1931, "he was declared a foe of 
militarism and the Church. By concentrating on these two issues and making 
only amid efforts to come to grips with the most urgent problem - land reform - 
the ill-assorted coalition succeeded over the next two years mainly in exaspera- 
ting almost every faction. Perhaps only the Catalan nationalists, given auton- 
omy in September 1932, were satisfied with its performance” (p.16). While 
what Mitchell says about land reform is true, and is the reason why the 
masses eventually became disillusioned - and rightly so - with his govern- 
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meat, it is also true that he did take a number of progressive measures that 
scared the daylights out of the reactionary ruling classes: he took away from 
the Catholic Church its status as a state religion, and a Constitution was 
drawn up which among other things proclaimed total freedom of religion. 
Rights were given to women - in particular the nght to vote, but also the 
right to divorce. Lronically, giving the vote to women was partly responsible 
for Azana’s eventual downfall, as very many women had in Spain (as one 
would expect in a feudal society) been kept very politically backward and 
were, in due course, to cast their newly-won votes in favour of candidates 
approved by their Father Confessors and respectable Ladies of the Manor. 

Thinking to save Spain from ‘the anti-clencal dictatorship’ of Azania, 
General Sanjurjo led a plot to overthrow the government. The attempted 
rising, in August 1932, was easily suppressed, however, for at this stage the 
ruling classes knew it would be suicide to support it. They wanted to give 
the petty-bourgeois republicans more rope to hang themselvcs with, so that 
in future elections the masses would revert to voting as their masters di- 
rected them, having realised the folly of exerting their independence. So the 
leaders of Sanjurjo’s uprising, including Sanjurjo himself, were arrested and 
thrown into rather comfortable jails. 

To some extent the ruling class strategy succeeded. The main problem 
with Azana was that he had no economic programme to speak of other than 
some very mild agrarian reforms that satisfied nobody. Unemployment was 
rising as the capitalist world spiralled into the economic crisis of the 1930’s, 
and so naturally did the anger of the masses: 

"After a series of peasant risings and industrial strikes a frightened govern- 
ment was forced to call in the Anny, the Civil Guard, and a newly-created Re- 
publican paramilitary force, the Assault Guards, to maintain a semblance of 
order. Ironically, Spain became more of a police-ridden state than it had been 
under Primo de Rivera,” (ibid p.16). 

Hence the army’s control over the government was consolidated, while 
the government itself inevitably split, as minorities refused to toe the line 
under pressure from their supporters. "When peasant rebels were uncere- 
moniously shot down while military rebels like Sanjurjo were merely ealed or 
comfortably imprisoned, the worst suspicions of the FAI [Anarchists] were 
confirmed; and under pressure from his supporters, Largo Caballero began to 
swing the socialist party and the UGT from a moderate reformism to a more 
revolutionary stance” (ibid. p.16- 17). 
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In the meantime the fascist Falange (started up by Jose Antonio Primo 
de Rivera, a son of the former military dictator) and the extreme right-wing 
CEDA organised for the purpose of reaping the workers’ discontent with 
traditional workers’ organisations. This discontent led to considerable ab- 
stention by workers from participation in elections held in 1933. The result 
was that the party which returned the largest number of seats was the 
CEDA. The ruling classes still knew it would be asking for trouble to let the 
CEDA take power, so that organisation was not straight away admitted into 
government. Instead the government was formed by the opportunist Radical 
Party led by arch-opportunist Alejandro Lerroux. It was, however, CEDA, 
holding the balance of power, which called the shots. Mitchell continues: 

“Though the largest party in the Cortes, the CEDA, did not have an abso- 
lute majority. But under pressure from its deputies the government, headed by 
Alejandro Lerroux, either repealed or ignored the ‘subversive’ legislation of its 
predecessor. Grandees’ estates were restored, peasants evicted, wages cut. All 
those involved in Sanjurjo's rising were amnestied... 

"By February 1934 Largo Caballero was saying that 'the only hope of the 
masses now is in social revolution. It alone can save Spain from fascism” 
(p.21). 

Other features of the Lerroux regime which infuriated the workers and 
peasants were: 

1. a marked improvement of relations between the state and the church 
hierarchy. The Lerroux regime did not dare go so far as to allowing the 
Jesuits to return to resume their old ideological and financial tyranny, but 
many of the Constitution’s disestablishing reforms were slowed down, and 
efforts to replace church education with secular education were abandoned. 


2. the appointment to high military command of a large number of 
Monarchists; 

3. the repeal of Catalonia’s autonomy in October 1934, and the halting 
of plans to give Galicia and the Basque country autonomy; 

4. the amnesty given m April 1934 to the Monarchist ex-member of the 
Primo de Rivera government, Calvo Sotelo, allowing him to return to Spain, 
and generally the friendly relations that existed between the government 
and anti-Republican military and political leaders. 

All this time CEDA was demanding to be admitted into government, but 
insisting on doing so without undertaking support for the Republic. To 
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bring the matter to a head, CEDA called a Conference of Right-wing par- 
ties in the thoroughly proletarian town of Covadonga in the mining hear- 
tlands of Asturias to discuss its claims. This was equivalent in terms of 
provocation to the National Front holding a meeting in Southall. It was out- 
rageous and it gave rise to demonstrations throughout September 1934. On 
the ist of October, when Parhament returned, CEDA voted against the gov- 
ernment, with the result that the government was defeated and had to re- 
sign. The President of the Republic asked Lerroux on the 4th of October to 
form a new government which would include 3 CEDA people in key minis- 
tries. This he did and so CEDA acquired the Ministry of Labour, the Min- 
istry of Justice and the Mimistry of Agriculture. 


Asturias 


Foresecing the kind of treatment they could expect if these fascists con- 
tinued in government, and remembering the experiences of the Austrian 
working class under Dollfuss, the mmediate response of the Spanish wor- 
kers was to go on stnke. The socalist/communist-dominated union, the 
UGT, called a gencral strike on Sth of October and Lerroux declared a 
state of war! 


For various reasons the stnke movement only really came to a head in 
Asturias. In other places the workers were exhausted by strikes or uncer- 
tain what to do because of lack of enthusiasm for the struggle displayed by 
such ’leaders’ as the socialist Largo Caballero and certain Anarchists. But 
im Asturias the Anarchist-dominated union, the CNT, and the UGT united 
under the name of Union of Proletarian Brothers. The workers of the solid- 
ly working-class Asturian cities were united and determined. Not satisfied 
with going on strike, workers seized control of the area for several days, 
hoping to force the government to concede their demands. Instead the gov- 
ernment mobilised General Franco and his Moorish troops to put down the 
rebellion. With the collapse in the rest of Spain of the general stnike move- 
ment, the defeat of the Asturian rebellion was inevitable. 

The worst fears of the workers about the brutalty of a CEDA- domi- 
nated government were about to be realised. Actually even in Spain where 
bloody savagery in repression of workers and peasants was a norm, the 
treatment of the Asturian workers by the Lerroux-CEDA government was 
unexpected in the degree of its horror. David Mitchell writes: 


“Of about 2,000 killed or wounded before surrender on 19 October, all but 
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ten per cent were rebels: almost as many rebels were lalled in the merciless re- 
pression that followed. Manuel Montequin remembers that ’in some places 
Moors, legionaries and civil guards didn’t spare even dogs, cats, pigs or 
calves. They slaughtered everything im sight. I saw it with my own eyes 
when I was fighting in the village of Villafria. They even cut off the heads of 
children’s dolls.” (p.24) 

30,000 Asturian workers were taken prisoner and had to be confined in 
concentration camps because there was no more room in the prisons. 


Homnfic though these events were, it has to be understood that they laid 
the basis for the growth of the strength of the working-class movement. 
They steeled the working class: 

"The use of Moroccan troops and the horrors of the repression forced the 
bickering Left towards solidarity as nothing else could have done ... The Com- 
munists, who had advocated continuing the hopeless struggle (among ther 
Dolores Ibarruri, an Asturian miner’s wife later known as La Pasionaria [the 
ee 

.” (p.2A). 

Jose Diaz, the General Secretary of the Spanish Communist Party, in a 
speech made on 2 June 1935 on the importance of the Astunas uprising, 
spoke for the working-class movement when he said: 


"You all know what happened in October. You know that we rose up all 
over the country; that Spanish workers, Catalan workers, Basques, Galicians, 
in short workers from all over Spain took to the streets to halt the advance of 
fascism by means of a general strike and an insurrectionary struggle. And you 
also know that the masses fought with admirable courage to overthrow the big 
bourgeoisie and the landlords and their reactionary and fascist government, 
and also in order to take power. This last objective was only achieved in Astu- 
rias. In Asturias it was achieved through the heroic stance of the proletariat. 
In Asturias it was achieved because they knew how to rnarch in unity and how 
to conquer arms. The flag of workers’ and peasants’ power flew triumphantly 
over Asturias for fifteen days. The Alliances of Workers and Peasants took 
power through armed struggle. This glorious action by our Astunan comrades 
will live forever in the memory of all exploited people. Moreover we must not 
forget that over there our brothers and sisters, our heroes, fought in unity and 
that this is why they (aumphed: communists, socialists and anarchists fought 
as one, shoulder (o shoulder. For this very same reason, if we want to triumph 
in the country as a whole, if is essential that the United Front should be a re- 
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ality, that unity in action should be imposed, that Workers’ and Peasants’ Al- 
liances should be created and developed in every part of the country, so that 
they can direct the struggle of the vast masses to smash reaction and fascism. 
If we do this, I tell you that it won't be long before we see this government, Gil 
Robles and all those who defend thern, run away, fleeing just as ignominiously 
as did the bourgeois and the civil guards of Asturias when faced with the ser- 
ried ranks and the armed might of the miners and workers of Asturias." (p.11- 
12). 


From Asturias to victory in the elections of February 1936. 


Asturias forced many of the major petty-bourgeois parties to participate 
in the Popular Front being promoted by the Communists. It became clear 
to all that there could be no democracy without a popular front. This was 
finally agreed between the Republicans, Communists and Socialists on 15 
January 1936. The demands it proposed to the electorate were: 


1. Amnesty for all those convicted of political crimes after November 
1933; 

2. Reinstatement of government employees who had lost their jobs for 
political reasons; 

3. Compensation for the families of both revolutionary and government 
forces who had been killed; 

4. Restoration of the sovercignty of the constitution; 

5. Implementation of the constitution; 

6. Improved public security, 

7. Reorganisation of criminal justice; 

8. Redistribution of responsibilities within the army and the police and 
re-writing of disciplinary rules; 

9. Less tax and more credit for peasants; 

10. Adoption of policies to counter economic depression in industry, 

11. Adoption of a programme of public works; 

12. The Bank and the Treasury to be placed at the service of national 
reconstruction; 

13. Amendments to social legislation, including the foang of a minimum 
wage, 
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14. Greater investment in secular schooling provision. 


The popular front differed from the united fronts of the 1920s in that the 
former included social-democratic parties, whereas the latter did not. 
Hence the programmes had to be broad enough for social-democratic par- 
ties to accept, leading to accusations from Trotskyites and others that the 
programmes were bourgeois. But the reasons for including social-demo- 
cratic parties in the popular fronts has been well explained by Campbell: 


"The lessons of the 1917 revolution, and of the subsequent revolutionary 
period in Europe, belong to the basic capital of the worlang class, and to ne- 
glect then is to commit political suicide. But those lessons cannot be applied 
to the present day unless one takes into account the difference in the situation 
to-day as compared with that of 1917-20..." (p.316). 

“In 1917-20 capttalism was defending parliamentary democracy against the 
drive of the Socialist revolution, seelang to establish Soviet democracy. To- 
day, capitalism, in order to maintain itself, is seeking to undermine and destroy 
parliamentary democracy and dissolve the organs of the working class. To de- 
fend dernocracy in 1917-20 was to defend capitalismn against the revolution." 

J.R. Campbell’s analysis of this period is not onginal, but coincides with 
the line of the international communist movement, expressed by Comrade 
Stalin in 1930 in The Right Deviation in the CPSU(B) where he stressed "the 
task of intensifying the fight against Social-Democracy, and, above all, the ‘left’ 
wing, as being the social buttress of capitalism." And again in his Report of the 
Central Committee to the XVI Congress of the CPSU(B), Stalin said: 

"By developing an uncompromising struggle against Social- Democracy, 
which is capital’s agency in the working class, and by reducing to dust all and 
sundry deviations from Leninism, which bring grist to the mill of Social- 
Dernocracy, the Communist Parties have shown that they are on the right road. 
They must definitely fortify themselves on this road, for only if they do that can 
they count on winning over the majority of the working class and successfully 
prepare the proletariat for the coming class battles. Only if they do that can we 
count on a further increase in the prestige of the Communist International’. 

But by 1934, it was in many cases not a question of preparing the prole- 
tariat for the coming battles. It was a case of organising the proletariat to 
win the battles that the bourgeoisie was now forcing on it. This is why 
Campbell continued by saying that: "To defend dernocracy in 1938 is to frus- 
trate the capitalist attack on the working class, and is the starting point of any 
working-class advance to power." (ibid. p.318). 
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Again his analysis is in line with that of Comrade Stalin and with the in- 
tcrnauional communist movemceat, as is shown by Comrade Stalin’s report to 
the 17th Party Congress in 1934 where he pointed out: 

“The masses of the people have not yet reached the stage when they are 
ready to storm capital, but the idea of storming it is maturing in the minds of 
the masses - of that there can be hardly any doubt. This ts eloquently testified 
to by facts as, say, the Spanish revolution which overthrew the fascist regime ... 

“This, indeed, explains why the nuling classes in the capitalist countries are 
so zealously destroying or nullifying the last vestiges of parliamentarism and 
bourgeois dernocracy which might be used by the workang class in its struggle 
against the oppressors ... 

"In this connection the victory of fascism in Germany must be regarded not 
only as a symptom of the weakness of the woriang class and a result of the be- 
trayal of the worlang class by Social-Democracy, which paved the way for fas- 
cism; it must also be regarded as a sign of the weakness of the bourgeoisie, a 
sign that the bourgeoisie is no longer able to rule by the old methods of partia- 
ment and bourgeois democracy, and, as a consequence, ts compelled ... to re- 
sont to terronst methods of rule.” (p299-300). 

This is why in August 1935 the 7th Congress of the Communist Interna- 
tional resolved: 

“Under the conditions of a political crisis, when the governing classes can 
no longer dorninate the powerful development of the movernent of the masses, 
the Communists must emphasise cardinal revolutionary slogans (such as con- 
vol of production and the banks, dissolution of the police, its substitution by 
an armed militia, etc.), calculated to shake the economic and political power 
of the bourgeoisie even more, strengthen the forces of the working class, isolate 
the conciliatory parties, and lead the masses towards the revolutionary seizure 
of power. If, in face of such a rise in the movernent of the masses, if should be 
Oe ee ee, @ goverment 


ed AE oNGeSucEud ificocldccas accused aie gi Upcesttigc td bare Gu 
decisive measures against Fascism and the reaction, the Communist Party 
must procure the formation of such a government. 

"The essential premise for the formation of a united front government con- 
Stitutes a situation with the following factors: (a) when the bourgeots state ap- 
paratus is so far paralysed that the bourgeoisie is not in a position to prevent 
the formation of such a government; (b) when the broadest worlang-class 
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masses are launching thernseives massively against Fascism and reaction with- 
out yet being ready to fight for Soviet Power; (c) when a considerable part of 
the organisations of social-dernocracy and other parties which form part of the 
united front is dernanding the application of relentless measures against the 
Fascists and other reactionary elements and is ready to fight in conjunction 
with the Communists in order to carry out these measures. 

"In the measure in which the united front government really takes decided 
measures against the counter-revolutionary financial magnates and their fas- 
cist agents and in no way restricts the activities of the Communist Party nor the 
struggles of the worlang-class, the Communist Party will support this govern- 
ment in every way. As regards the problern of the participation of the Com- 
munists in a united front government, this will be solved according to the 
concrete situation in each case.” (Resolutions, Chap.I1. 8.). 

And as Jellinek rightly points out (p.208), "The concrete situation in 
Spain at the beginning of 1936 contained all three factors which were ’the es- 
sential premise for the formation of a united front government”. 


Chapter 17 


The formation of the People’s Front and 
the course of the War 


People’s Front 


perks Front tactics were adopted by the international working-class 
movement in the ncw conditions of the early Thirties brought about by 
the victory of fascism in Germany and Italy - in the conditions when monop- 
oly capitalism was driving to fascism as the only mcans of preserving capital- 
ism by doing away with bourgeois democracy. In these circumstances the 
tactics of the Pcople’s Front were two-fold. First it sought to build an al- 
liance of the working class and the intermediate strata of the population in 
order to defend democracy, preserve peace and to achieve labour-demo- 
cratic government as a means to this end. Secondly it sought to enable the 
revolutionary proletariat to win whole sections of the working class and a 
considerable section of the middle strata over to the programme of com- 
plete socialism. But sensible though this tactic would seem, it was the sub- 
ject of virulent denunciation by certain sections of the ‘left’, and in 
particular by Trotsky and his followers. Such a difficult and complicatcd 
line of struggle was not to the liking of Trotskyism, which seeks easy solu- 
tions to difficult problems in the comfort of ready-made formulas and dead 
dogma. For Trotskyism it is class collaboration to prevent the middle strata 
of the population from falling under the influence of monopoly capitalism; it 
is Class collaboration to scek to isolate monopoly capitalists when thc latter 
attempt to drive to fascism at full speed; and the Spanish Civil War, accord- 
ing to counter- revolutionary Trotskyism, is nothing but a wicked example of 
Class collaboration. 


In the course of this article it will be demonstrated beyond doubt that 
the Trotskyists sabotaged the struggle of the Spanish Republic against fas- 
cism, but each time this sabotage was accompanied by the utterance of 
ultra-Icft slogans such as the following: "The bourgeoisie cannot be an ally 
against fascism", "only the proletarian revolution can be a sufficient mobilising 
force to rouse the population in Franco’s rear’, "the proletariat is irreconcilably 
opposed to bourgeois demucracy”, and so on and so forth. Not the slightest 
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attention is paid by this nefarious gentry to solving the real problems of a 
particular revolutionary struggle on the basis of the concrete circumstances 
and relation of class forces attendant upon such a struggic. Instead every 
concrete problem of the struggle is buried beneath a cataract of empty 
phrases, in pursuit of what can only be called ’revolutionary’ self-isolation 
and a political stance in which right-wing cretinism interwcaves with left- 
adventurist nonsense and they become inextricably intertwined. Though it 
must be said that if Trotskyism failed to appreciate the revolutionary nature 
of the Popular Front, the Jesuits (who were thc big bourgeoisie and land- 
owncrs of the Spanish Catholic Church) did not. Their organ E/ Debate de- 
clared on the 4th of August 1935, following the Seventh Congress of the 
ECCI which had adopted popular front tactics): 


“Communism now seems to us infinitely more dangerous when it disguises 
itself with the mask of govemmental collaboration and offers this collabora- 
tion for something more than mere revolt.” (quoted in Jellinek at p. 189). 


Circumstances of Formation of the People’s Front 


Following the defeat of the Gencral Strike and the Asturias rising at the 
end of 1934, the Spanish working-class movement was driven underground, 
and 30,000 workers were groaning in Spanish prisons. In these carcumstan- 
ces, on the initiative of the Communist Party of Spain, the workers’ front 
was broadencd into a Pcople’s Front by an agreement between thc Com- 
munist Party, the Socialist Party and the Left Republicans. The Anarchists 
would not join the popular front, but uw the cnd urged their supporters to 
vote for it because of the promise to release political prisoners. The result 
was that when the growing crisis in thc ranks of rcaction led to a gencral 
election in February 1936, it resulted in a Popular Front victory, leading to a 
transformation in the opportunities for thc working-class movement. At the 
time, the Spanish Trotskyists were organised in a sectarian counter-revol- 
utionary outfit which had the audacity to call itself the Workers’ Party of 
Manast Unity (POUM for short), which was led by Joaquin Maurin (who 
had earlier left the Communist Party on right-wing nationalist grounds) and 
Andreas Nin, one of Trotsky’s closest colleagues un the USSR between 
1926-27. | 


Although the Trotskyites have always denicd the Trotskyist nature of the 
POUM since it was affiliated to Fenner Brockway’s International Burcaw 
for Revolutionary Socialism rather than Trotsky’s so-called Fourth Interna- 
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tional, in all essentials it was Trotskyist - for example in its attitude to the 
USSR, to the Popular Front, and to the problems of the Spanish Revol- 
ution. Within the POUM was a group calling itself the "Bolshevik- Lenin- 
ists’ who stood for every dot and comma in the Revelation of Trotsky. The 
POUM at first denounced the Popular Front, thus strengthening the an- 
archists and anarcho-syndicalists. But as the idea of the Popular Front 
"swept all before it,” to borrow the apt expression of the then Mr (later Lord) 
Brockway, who could by no means be described as an advocate of the Popu- 
lar Front, the POUM entered the alliance for electoral purposes and, hav- 
ing benefited, returned afterwards to its "freedom of action’ by denouncing 
the Popular Front. 


Tasks after the February elections. 


After the February elections, the Spanish working class was confronted 
with the tasks of building their organisations within and without the Popular 
Front and to strive for a government more to the left than the Republican 
government which emerged from the February elections. And in this re- 
gard, on the initiative of the Communist Party, some real advances were 
made. Red unions under communist influence went into the UGT, the so- 
cialist Trade Union Federation; Socialist and Communist youth formed a 
single organisation; relations between anarchist and socialist trade union 
federations improved; negotiations were opened up for the unity of the so- 
cialist and communist parties. Hence, it became possible to frustrate the 
strategy of the ruling classes who had hoped that the masses would turn to 
the mght once they experienced the bungling attcmpts of petty-bourgeois 
democracy to govern the country. What was actually happening was making 
the ruling classes more and more frantic, because they began to see that dis- 
Ulusionment with petty-bourgeois democracy was driving the masses to the 
left rather than to the nght, and beginning to create the conditions for work- 
ing-class hegemony over the republican movement. This is why the feudal 
remnants and big comprador bourgeoisie used every trick in the book to 
strangle this development. And, as ever, they were helped in their efforts by 
the Trotskyites who carried their reactionary outlook into the heart of the 
working-class and peasant movement under the guise of the most r-r-revol- 
utionary slogans. Trotskyists of the POUM, for instance, did their best in 
every way to hamper the process of unification of progressive forces. They 
encouraged every excess on the part of angry workers and peasants. At- 
tempts to organise and discipline this spontaneous movement were dubbed 
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counter-revolutionary. 


Here is how Felix Morrow, thc American Trotskyist, expressed approval 
of such activitics as church burning: 


"The hated clergy, rulers of the ‘black two years’, were also dealt with in the 
time-honoured manner of oppressed peasants. Especially after it was clear the 
Government would not touch the clergy, the masses took matters into their 
own hands. This consisted not only of burming churches, but of ordering the 
priests to leave the villages under sentence of death if they returned. Out of ab- 
ject loyalty to the Government, the Stalinists vilified the struggle against the 
clergy: "Remember that the setting fire to churches and monasteries brings 
support to the counter-revolution’ (International Press Correspondence, Au- 
gust Ist, 1936). They were listened to no more than was Azana. In the prov- 
ince of Valencia, where the workers have now smashed the counter-revolution 
so decisively, there was scarcely a functioning church in June." (Felix Morrow, 
Revolution and Counter-Revolution in Spain, p.40). 

The efforts of the Communist Party to explain that such activity had 
nothing in common with revolutionary tactics were spat upon. Yet one of 
the most urgent problems facing the Spanish workers was to win the relig- 
1ous-minded peasants for the Popular Front. Church burning hindered this 
task. In fact, so harmful was this activity to the cause of the Spanish revol- 
ution that before the rebellion, fascist groups were caught red-handed burn- 
ing churches with a view to blaming the communists. 


Another method of fascist and bourgeois provocation was to exhaust the 
workers by prolonging strikes after all realisable gains had been made. The 
Trotskyists participated gleefully in such actions aimed at bleeding the stn- 
kers white, and in thc course of it attacking the government, attempting to 
cause divisions betwecn the two union federations, as well as between the 
socialists and communists. 


The employing class sought to reply to the wave of stnkes and peasant 
unrest by encouraging fascist organisations to launch a murder campaign 
against working-class Icaders, similar to that launched by the Italian fascists 
in 1921-22. But the fascist gangs got the worst of it in their confrontations 
with the workers. The government suppressed the fascist organisations and 
proceeded with the clcansing of the police. In the mcantimc the fascists, 
having lost their chance of seizing control of the state via an clectoral vic- 
tory, vigorously planned to take power via a military coup, a military coup 
that this time would have the full backing of Spanish ruling circles and of 
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forcign imperialism. Plans were hatched as soon as the Popular Front vic- 
tory was announced. Generals Franco, Varela and Mola mct in Madrid to 
agree a strategy. In each provincial capital the military commander was to 
declare a state of siege and this takeover would be backed, in casc of 
necessity, by the African army. Though Franco and Varela were posicd 
outside Spain (precisely because the government distrusted them), Mola re- 
maincd on the mainland at Pamplona, from where he was able to gather up 
and organise the military conspirators. 

The government was soon informed of what was gomg on, but simply did 
not believe it. A delegation from the Communist Party leadership went to 
Casares Quiroga, the Prime Minister, with incontrovertible evidcnce of the 
plot. Casares Quiroga, however, dismisscd it out of hand, claiming that the 
Communists saw fascists everywhere. 

As the generals had adopted a policy of craven hypocrisy towards the 
government, the government fell for thew flattcry hook, line and sinker: 

"When Manuel Azafa was elected President of the Republic in May 1936, 
the first to pay their respects to him and pledge their support were Generals 
Franco, Goded, Cabanells and Quiepo de Llano, Colonel Aranda and others, 
all of whom were involved in the plot against the Republic. 

"The letter which Franco sent to the Minister of War in the Republican gov- 
emment a few days before the upnsing ts a model of duplicity and dissumula- 
tion: "Those who say the army is opposed to the Republic are lying’, wrote 
the traitor General. "You are being deccived by people who invent plots out 
of their own murky passions ...’ 

"Ab the very ame when he wrote this, Franco was receiving and transmitting 
instructions to other generals involved in the plot; he was up to his neck in in- 
trigue and conspiracy.” (Sandoval and Azc4rate p.24). 

Similar subterfuges were adopted by Generals Mola, Capaz, Cabanellas 
and Colonel Aranda: "On July 16, Mola gave General Batet his word of hon- 
our that he would not rebel. Two days later he rebelled ..., and arrested Batet” 
(ibid). He also had Batet executed in duc course. 


The War 


The start of the upnsing itself was planncd to be cxecuted simultancous- 
ly all over Spain at 5 a.m. on July 18th, 1936. As it happencd, the first action 
was triggered prcmaturcly when the fascists’ plans werc leakcd to a military 
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commander at Melilla (the easternmost city of Spanish Morocco), namely 
Genacral Romerales. He dispatched troops and police to military headquar- 
ters where the rebel officers had already distributed arms. After somc to- 
ing and fro-ing, tt was Gencral Romerales who was arrested by the rebels 
and not the other way round. The rebels declared a state of war, occupied 
all the public buildings m Melilla in the name of General Franco as com- 
mander-in-chief in Morocco ... and arrested the leaders of republican or 
left-wing groups. As Melilla had jumped the gun, the other two leadmg 
cities of Spantsh Morocco, Tetuan and Ceuta had to do so also. The main- 


land uprising began at 5 a.m. on 18 July as planned. 

There was only one possible response to the military uprising - as Astu- 
rias had shown - namely, armed force. The only force available to the Re- 
publicans apart from the one third of the Army and Civil Guard that had 
remained loyal, was the people. The Popular Front government, however, 
was a petty-bourgeois government which hesitated in a truly criminal man- 
ner before taking this necessary step. According to Sandéval and Azcérate 
(p. 27), “It is said that a leading city official in Corunna was heard lamenting 
in this strain when the rebels were about to attack the local government offices: 
"if we arm the people now, who will hold them in check later? And if we 
don’t, what will become of the Republic?’ ..." As might have been expected, 
both the Prime Minister, Casares Quiroga, and the President, Azaiia, ob- 
jected to the distribution of arms to the people and it was three days before 
mass demonstrations led by Communists and Socialists were able to force 
the government to give in on this point. But by then military garrisons had 
risen up all over Spain and found themselves with no effective opposition as 
provincial governments would not distribute arms without permission from 
the Centre to do so. In those three days no fewer than 25 major towns were 
seized by the fascists, including Seville, C4diz, Algeciras and Jerez on the 
18th of July; Oviedo, Burgos, Zaragoza, Huesca, Jaca, Pamplona, Teruel, 
Valladolid, Segovia, Salamanca, Avila, Zamora, Palencia, C4ceres, Al- 
bacete, Majorca and Ibiza on the 19th of July; Coruna, Vigo, Pontevedra, 
Leon and Cordoba on the 20th of July. How many of these towns could 
have been saved if the people had been armed! In fact, where towns were 
saved (Barcelona, Valencia, Madrid, etc.) it was where arms were made 
available to the people because sympathetic soldiers had distributed them 
or because armed local militias had been organised beforchand. Signifi- 
cantly, thesc towns included all Spain’s big and densely-populated industrial 
centres whcre the working-class movement was strong. 
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The defence of Madrid 


This is how Sandéval and Azc4rate describe the situation in Madrid 
(p.28-9): 

“The greatest fascist danger spot in Madrid was the Montafa Barracks. 

"On Sunday July 19, the voops there noted with anxiety that the barracks 
was filling up with strangers, young civilian fascists who immediately received 
uniforms and weapons. At midday the fascist General Fanjul arrived, also in 
civilian clothing. 

“After making a feeble speech, Fanjul issued a proclamation declaring a 
state of war in Madnd. Nevertheless, he did not dare to send his troops out 
into the streets, where the Madrid workers were carefully watching every move 
the military men made. 

“Groups of workers ... were posted at comers, in trees and behind low walls. 
The barracks was besieged. The presence of angry crowds led Fanjul to adopt 
the prudent tactics of confining his rebellion to the inside of the barracks... 

“Meanwhile the people went over to the offensive. Detachments of armed 
civilians, Assault Guards, Civil Guards and loyal troops, with magnificent au- 
dacity and heroism, were capturing the barracks at Getafe, Camparnento and 
Vicalvaro. 

“At dawn the ned day the attack on the Montaria Barracks began. 


* ... By noon the gates of the fascist stronghold were broken down. Madrid 
had stormed her Bastille.” 


Then came the need to prevent fascists marching on Madrid from out- 
side. Here ts how Jellinck describes how this was donc (p. 313-4). 


"With 10,000 men, the heavy artillery from Segovia and Median and the au 
squadrons from Leén and Logrono, General Mola marched into the Sierra 
Guadarrama towards Madnd. The battalions moved up steadily to the Alto 
de Ledn, the pass which commands the road from Segovia to Madrid. The 
rest of the colurnn spread out over the range towards the cement trenches built 
when Gil Robles was Minister of War. 


"Then happened one of the most unportant events in the whole Civil War. 
Without officers, with almost no ammunition, with no communication and 
without orders, the workers streamed out in ta@as, commandeered cars, buses, 
anything, into the Sierra to meet a modern army. The Anarchists advanced 


418 ‘TROTSKYISM OR LENINISM? Part V 


into the hills armed only with sticks of dynamite wrapped in bundles of news- 
paper. Later they received a share of the nfles found in the Montavia Barracks. 

"The Young Socialists rushed towards the Alto de Leén. Almost all their 
leaders had actually left for their holidays. The organisation of the first col- 
umn was camied through entirely by the only member of the Executive Com- 
mittee in Madrid, a 22- year old girl, Aurora Amaiz. 

"With wild enthusiasm - and almost nothing else - the first columns 
stormed into the Passes and held thern all except the Alto de Leon. Even here, 
the enemy was blocked..." 


The Fifth Regiment 


It was, of course, now nccessary to organise on a more permanent basis 
to resist fascist advances and to retake the areas that the fascists had seized. 
This was an awcsome task whcn the government had only a third of its army 
at its disposal. It was the Communists who took the mitiative in setting up a 
Regiment - the "Fifth" Regiment, which was to become the model on which 
the People’s Republican Army was based. The Fifth Regiment was formed 
in July 1936 in the courtyard of a Madrid Monastery, the Salesian convent of 
Francos Rodriguez.The people of Madrid observed for themselves in the 
course of the spontaneous fighting that took place in defence of Madrid 
how much more cficctive and efficicnt thew efforts would have been if 
properly organised and disciplined. As a result they flooded to the barracks 
to join the Fifth Regiment. Thcy saw that it was the Communists who were 
prepared and ready to organise militarily in a profcssional way, and to train 
and arm its soldiers properly. Every Fifth Regiment unit had, like the Soviet 
army, a political commissar. Their function was to forge a new kind of disci- 
pline - conscious and voluntary rathcr than imposed, and therefore all the 
more effcctive. 


Gradually the organisational methods applicd to the Fifth Regiment 
proved so obviously succcssful that they were extended to ncw units (Mixed 
Bngades) and then to the whole Pcople’s Amy. The success of Communist 
methods of organising the army is testificd to by the praise of the bourgcois 
historian E.H. Carr, who was never a great fricnd of the Communists: 

“The first and most unpontant field of Soviet activity was the reorganization 
of the army. Ever since the outbreak of the war the PCE had campaigned for 
the fusion of the surviving units of the old regular army with the workers’ milt- 
tia, to form a unified ‘people’s army’. But little was achieved before the arnval 
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of the Soviet advisers and the formation of the international brigades at the 
end of 1936. The formula of unification was found in the creation, on the 
analogy of the international brigades, of ’mixed brigades’ comprising battalions 
of both the old army and of the militias. The institution of political commis- 
sars, introduced into the international brigade, was extended to the mixed bn- 
gades, and then to the whole of the new people’s army. Since the institution 
was based on a Soviet model, it was natural that communists should predomi- 
nate in it. The corps of commissars became a powerful group, whose influence 
in military affairs was directed to the management of the army and to the es- 
tablishment of overall Soviet control. The undivided aim of military efficiency 
was pursued, this, too, coincided with Soviet and Comintern policy at this 
tune. If any ideology was invoked, it was that of patriotism and not of revol- 
ution. 


“The salutary effect of these measures on the fighting power of the republic 
is beyond question.” 

Such was the strength and morale of the Republican People’s Amny that, 
without the lifeblood poured by German and Italian fascist governments 
into supporting Franco, the Republicans would have had an casy victory. 
Tamames wnites (p. 263-4): 

" ... the battles of the Sierra demonstrated that the republican popular 
forces, organised in militias, were sufficient to contain the regular army and its 
auuliary supporters such as the Falangists and the Carlist militias. But when 
those same forces were supported by heavier artillery and by Moroccans, Ger- 
mans and Italians too, that was a different story.” As we shall sce, Franco’s 
troops and equipment were constantly being replenished by international 
fascism, while the Republican effort was just as constantly bemg under- 
mined by Bntish, French and US impenalism m pursuance, mter alia, of 
their policy of appeasing Hitler. 


Fascist advances 


The Fascists’ first major objective was to bring the African troops up to 
attack Madrid. Their whole strategy was to capture Madrid as soon as 
possible, because they thought that once Madrid fell, the war would be over. 
Getting the African troops to the area of Madnd was a problem, however. 
They could not be brought over by sea as the Spanish Navy guarding the 
Straits had remained loyal. 


Hugh Thomas describes the means by which navy loyalty was secured (p. 
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242-3): 

"On the eventful dawn of 19 July, the cruisers Libertad and Miguel de 
Cervantes were sailing south from El Ferrol. They had been dispatched by the 
government to seek to prevent the Army of Africa from crossing the Straits of 
Gibraltar. Later, the only seaworthy Spanish battleship, the Jaime I (the Es- 
pana was under repair at El Ferrol), also left Vigo for the south. Upon all 
these ships, upon the destroyer Churruca which had already landed a cargo of 
Moors at Cddiz, and upon all the warships at Cartagena, the sare revolution- 
ary events occurred as on the three destroyers which had been sent the day be- 
fore from Melilla: that is, the men, stimulated by radio messages from the 
admiralty in Madnd addressed to thern and not to their commanders, over- 
whelmed, imprisoned and in many cases shot those officers who seerned dis- 
loyal. The most violent battles occurred on the Miguel de Cervantes where 
the officers, in mid-ocean, resisted the ship’s company to the last man. (To the 
laconic question as to what should be done with the corpses - asked by the 
committee of the ship’s company which took over command - the admiralty 
replied: "Lower bodies overboard with respectful solemnity’)." 

On the 22nd of July 1936 the Spanish fascists begged Hitler and Mussoli- 
ni for help. Both were more than willing to provide Franco with everything 
he needed. On the 27th of July 11 Savoia-81 transport planes arrived in 
Morocco from Italy and on the 28th 20 Junker transport planes arrived from 
Germany, in the guise of civilian aircraft ordered by a hastily-concocted 
Spanish-Moroccan transport company. These aeroplanes were used to get 
14,000 mean, with all their equipment, across the Straits and into mamland 
Spain. 

In a deliberate act of sabotage of the Republican war effort, the US oil 
companies withheld supplies from the Republican ships which were not 
allowed to re-fuel. By undermining the Spanish fleet m this way, the Straits 
were very quickly opened up to the fascists, enabling them to transport the 
rest of the Afncan troops by sea during the first days of August 1936, in 
convoys guarded by the German cruiser Deutschland. The disembarkation 
of these troops at Algeciras was facilitated, in turn, by the British whose 
warships from Gibraltar obstructed Spanish Air Force bombing of the 
troops’ disembarkation. 

Once landed the Afncan troops were rushed North. In order to have 
unobstructed passage for the rest of the war, they had to capture Republi- 
can-held terntory between the coast and Madnd. They advanced very 
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rapidly, talang Almendralejo on the 7th of August, Mérida on the 8th and 
Badajoz on the 15th. At Badajoz they met with fierce resistance and suf- 
fered heavy casualties before they were able to capture it and take their 
revenge by rounding up over 2,000 people in the bullring and slaughtering 
them - one of the bloodiest atrocities of the whole war. 

The fascist army continued its drive north on the 20th of August. Tho- 
mas notes (p.375) that: "All the revolutionary collectives formed after the oc- 
cupations of farms in March collapsed without much fighting, though the 
collapse was followed by much lalling.” This ts worth noting, in view of the 
belief encouraged by the Trotskyites that if one took care of the revolution, 
the war would take care of itself. What, however, is the point of making rev- 
olutionary gains if you have no means at your disposal of defending them? 

Assisted by Italian fighter planes which gave the fascists local air control, 
the African army took Talavera de la Rema on the 3rd of September, well 
positioned to mount an attack on Toledo and thence on to Madnd. Toledo 
had been under Republican siege, but the African forces caused the siege to 
be lifted on the 27th of September, when the fascists took control of Toledo. 


In September 1936 the Republicans went on to the offensive m Aragon. 
The forces concerned were riding high after consolidation of the whole of 
Catalonia in the Republican side, in which they had won a number of im- 
pressive victories. They seemed irresistible. From Catalonia they advanced 
into Aragon and were able to recapture half its territory before they were 
brought to a stop. In the view of Tamames, the reason for the loss of impe- 
tus lay in the rearguard "which did not live up to the efforts demanded of it. 
In Barcelona, while Madrid was short of food, people were living as though 
there were not a war on. Production was declining because of Anarchist col- 
lectivisation. The CNT-FAl, instead of facilitating the advance on the 
Aragonese territory, to which they had made an extremely important contribu- 
tion, dedicated ttself to making a revolution, and to undermining republican 
power by creating entities such as the Consejo de Aragon. 

"The lesson to be learnt from the collapse of the advance in Aragon was 
clear- to win the war and to carry out a libertarian revolution at the same me 
was simply impossible." But this the Anarchists, encouraged by the POUM 
Trotskyists, totally failed to understand. 

This fact brought the Communist Party into collision with the Anarchists 
and Trotskyites since it was clear to the Communist Party that the War 
against fascism had to be won first as a pre- condition to any other advance. 
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Hence the Communists called for: 

- Full power to the People’s Front government; 

- The formation of a People’s Regular Army under a unified and single 
command, composed of those officers who had proved themselves in the 
Civil War. 

At the same time the Communist Party went ahead with the building up 
of the Fifth Regiment as the nucleus of a model army. 

This programme was greeted by furtous opposition on the part of the 
POUM, the anarchists and even some left somalists. Yet one of the saddest 
aspects of the anti-fascist struggic in Spain was the criminal waste of life due 
to the division of the armed forces of the government into Party militias, 
whose rivalries and jcalousies resulted directly in many an unnecessary mili- 
tary debacle. 

This is how a German observer described the situation outside Huesca 
in the early stages of the Civil War- 

“Outside Huesca there were the Catalan militia, some centuries drawn 
from the Civil Guard, and other from the POUM, battalions of the FAI and 
next to them to United Socialists. 

“In all these groups there were brave fighters. But the various leaders had 
diametrically opposed notions of the correct tactics. Acting in concert the mili- 
tia would have swamped Huesca. Each individual group operated separately 
and was separately defeated. 

"The socialist group put forward a joint plan of operations, but the neigh- 

“One of the next few days you will wake up and find black and red flags fly- 
ing over Huesca.” (Peter Martin, Spain between Death and Buth quoted in 
Campbell p.352). 

The left socialists, who at the time were in control of Claridad, greeted 
the demand for a People’s Army with a unified command with the following 
declaration: 

"To think that another type of army can be substituted for those actually 
fighting, and who in certain ways control their own revolutionary action, is to 
think in counter-revolutionary terms” (ibid p.353). 

After a time the POUM came down in favour of a united army and a 
unified command. Such an army, however, should be in their view not a 
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People’s Army but only a Workers’ Army! It should not be subject to cither 
the government of the Republic, nor to that of Catalonia, but to a military 
council elected from the workers’ organisations. Meanwhile the POUM 
cared on with the most vicious propaganda against the Madnd and Bar- 
celona governments (in both of which, after September 1936, the workers’ 
representatives were in a majority) being allowed to build up a People’s 
Amny, stating that the soldiers of sach an Army would be like the "headless 
automatons who so efficiently click their heels and do or die for Hitler and 
Mussolini” and that the communist proposal for a unied command com- 
prising “the ablest soldiers and the best representatives of the parties and trade 
unions who enjoy the confidence of the masses” was tantamount to "the hand- 
ing over of absolute control of the Workers’ Army to professional militarists." 

While this debate was taking place, Franco was winning battle after 
battle; while all kinds of anarchist experiments were being conducted in 
Catalonian industry, the two vitally important essentials for a victory over 
fascism were being negiccted, namely, the creation of a People’s Army and 
the development of a powerful war industry. 


On the economic front, the Communist Party advocated that main in- 
dustnies be under state control, bot that no attempt should be made to take 
possession of small shops or workshops. Further, that such state control be 
used to transform the main mdustnes for war production. The actual situ- 
ation was that most factories were in the hands of committees of trade 
unions; there was no co-ordination between the factories; profits earned in 
these union-controlled enterprises went into union funds; factories m many 
cases continued to make items such as bath tubs and prams because it was 
more profitable to do so, when they might have becn making munitions for 
the war against fascism. While this scandalous state of affairs continued, 
the POUM was screaming that the government was deliberately withholding 
arms from the Arag6n Front. As a matter of fact, the POUM was suppor- 
ting those who were preventing the transformation of the Catalan industries 
to supplying the needs of the Arag6n Front. Each attempt by the state to 
control large-scale industry was dubbed an attempt to liquidate workers’ 
control, undo the gains of the revolution and restore the capitalist class. 

The Communist Party’s demand for a People’s Government repre- 
senting all the organisations of the working class, with full powers to func- 
tion without having to refer each decision back to the various organisations 
for confirmation, was greeted by the POUM as: 
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, 


"Aumning to set up @ government with dictatorial powers in which the minis- 
fers are not responsible to their respective organisations, in short a strong gov- 
emment which will direct all its efforts to crush the creative revolutionary 
instinct of the proletariat" (La Batalla, Dec. 16, 1936, quoted ibid. p.356). 

In the matter of public order, the Communist Party demanded a reor- 
gamiscd policc force under government control by dissolving the workers’ 
patrols which, having performed their original task of dealing with the fas- 
cists during the July rebellion, had begun to behave in a most arbitrary 
fashion, as shown by the massacre at La Faterellas. The peasants of this vil- 
lage, during the course of resistance to forced collectivisation of agriculture, 
shot two Anarchists. A patrol principally composed of Anarchists arrived 
from Barcelona and killed half the men of the village m terrible revenge. 
The demand arose for the suppression of such outrages and the POUM de- 
clared: 


“This offensive of the Stalinists cannot succeed and will not succeed ... " 
(ibid. p.357). 


Thus it can be seen that the POUM stood for: 
(1) an Army independent of the government, and 


(2) a police force independent of the government, as a first step to the 
overthrow of the government by civil war. 


On the peasant front the POUM, contrary to the demands of the com- 
munists and the interests of the Republic’s fight against fascism, advocated 
a policy of forced collectivisation - thus endangering food supplies. 


Exclusion of POUM from Government 


In view of the forcgoing, unless the POUM sabotage of the policy 
necded to unite the Spanish people was broken, the organisation of the 
struggle against Franco would have been completcly disorganised. And the 
first pre-rcquisitc for putting an end to this POUM sabotage was to exclude 
it from government, for how could a party, which denounced day in and day 
out every decision of the government as counter-revolutionary, be allowed 
to participate in such a governmcnt? This situation, at once tragic and far- 
cical, was ended by the United Socialist-Communist Party of Catalonia pre- 
cipitating a crisis by demanding the cxpulsion of the POUM from the 
government; and after a sharp internal struggle this was agreed. This move 
of the Communists was denounced by the Trotskyites and thei friends as 
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destructive of the unity of the working class. On the contrary, it marked the 
beginning of the adoption of a united policy in Republican Spain, in place of 
the sham unity which only impeded resolute action by the government in 
defence of the Republic against fascism. 


The Second Fascist attack on Madrid 


The second fascist attack on Madrid had started, then, in the first week 
of November, 1936. 25,000 troops were massed 15 miles from Madrid, and 
troops commanded by Mola captured Getafe Airport on the 4th. Every- 
body thought the fall of Madnd was just a formality. On the 8th of Novem- 
ber, in fact, the Soviet ambassador, Ivan Maiski, met Winston Churchill in 
London. Churchill was a supporter of Franco, and he and Maiski were get- 
ting somewhat heated as Maiski, naturally, supported the Republic. "Why 
argue?" said Churchill, "In a week's ume this disagreeable Spanish problern 
will have disappeared from the scene ... Franco will be in Madrid in two or 
three days. Who will even remember the Spanish Republic afterwards ?* 

The main fascist offensive agamst Madrid was led by General Varela, 
who had just taken over command of the African army from General 
Yagiie. The slight delay in attacking Madrid was occasioned by a fascist 
desire to take Madrid on November the 7th as a gesture of reactionary defi- 
ance to the Great October Revolution. As we shall see, though, it was the 
Great October Revolution which tnumphed again. 

The Republican government, petty-bourgeois as it was, decided it could 
conduct the war more effectively from the safety of Valencia to where it 
withdrew. Thus it was left to the militants - the Communists and the United 
Socialist Youth in particular - to organise the defence of Madnd. Unhin- 
dered by the need to please social democrats, they made an excellent job of 
it. On the night of 6/7 of November they formed a Junta de Defensa under 
General Miaja. Hastily put together though this was, the people of Madnd 
under its leadership, “standing shoulder to shoulder, formed one immense 
barner and marched out and took their places in the trenches round the city. 

"Madnd will be Spain’s Verdun!’ "They shall not pass!’ proclauned the 
Communist Party, and these slogans were taken up by men and women from 
every walk of life, who offered their lives to save the city. 

"And the fascists did not pass" (Sandéval and Azc4rate p.72-3). 

Shocked and dismayed at their inability to take Madrid in spite of mn- 
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tensive aerial bombing by German bombers, the fascists decided to leave 
that particular problem aside for the ime being. To start with they decided 
they necded more men and material, so they turned again to thew Italian 
and German quartermasters demanding supplies. The German ambassador 
informed his government at this time that "The military situation is far fron 
satisfactory. The military operations carried out up to now have been under- 
taken by Moroccan shock troops and legionanes. These troops are in danger 
of being wom out by Madrid, even if they manage to take the capital." Both 
the German and the Italian governments concluded that they needed to step 
up their military support for Franco. Between December 1936 and March 
1937, the Italians shipped 100,000 fresh troops into Spain (70,000 Italian and 
30,000 Moorish); the Germans sent the specially-formed Condor Legion 
made up of 6,000 men and 279 combat aircraft, 180 tanks and masses of 
support artillery. 


The new Italian troops were first deployed in the fascist attack on Mala- 
ga (chosen by the fascists because Anarchist adventurism had caused chaos 
within the city administration such that there was nobody to defend it). M4&- 
laga fell on the 9th of February 1937 to an army made up of 15,000 Italians, 
10,000 Germans, 5,000 Moors and 5,000 Spanish Foreign Legionaries. 

Nevertheless the fall of Malaga illustrated the point that the Communist 
Party had been making: that the Republican armies were inefficient; that 
what was needed was a single command and a unified army. A huge dem- 
onstration in support of these demands took place in Valencia on February 
14th, and the government was obliged to respond to the demands of the 
people and the needs of the war, despite the fears of the respectable’ petty- 
bourgeois Republicans in government that the Communist Party was getting 
far too influential. 


Jarama 


The fascists, meanwhile, decided to abandon any direct assault Madnd 
for the time being. Instead they decided to head towards Valencia with a 
view to cutting off the supply lines between the two cities. 

40,000 troops, mainly Africans, supported by the tanks, machine guns 
and warplanes of the Condor Legion, were ordered on the Sth of February 
1937 to cross the Jarama river to cut off the road between Madrid and 
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Valencia. By the 15th of February, however, they were forced to retreat by 
the newly-reorganised Republican Army (Mixed Brigades of regular army 
and people’s militias), the 14th and 15th International Brigades and the sup- 
port of 40 Soviet warplanes - Moscas and Chatos - that had just arrived in 
Spain: not as many in number as the German warplanes, but technically su- 
perior. 

In the battle of Jarama both sides suffered heavy losses (estimated at 
10,000 on each side), but the Republicans’ victory shows how even a newly- 
formed People’s Amny, as yet poorly trained and equipped, could neverthe- 
less triumph in open battle against a long-standing professional army: all 
that is needed is proper organisation and proper discipline, which thanks to 
Communist influence was provided. 


Guadalajara 


The victory of Jarama was soon to be followed by another splendid vic- 
tory at Guadalajara against Mussolini’s ’volunteers’ - a force of 50,000 men, 
222 cannons, 108 tanks, 32 armoured cars and 80 warplanes. The Italians 
thought that Jarama had been lost by the Franco-ites because of typical 
Spanish incompetence, and they decided "to give Spain and the rest of the 
world an exhibition of their strength and strategic wisdom. In March 1937 the 
Italian Expeditionary Force ... initiated the fourth attack on Madrid, this time 
through Guadalajara. Relying upon their lavish resources in men and arms, 
the Itahan fascists announced they would seize Madnd and bring down the 
Republic in a matter of day.” (Sandéval and Azc4rate, p.78). 


As it was, it was the Italians who were brought down. The battle lasted 
from the 8th of March to the 21st by which time the Italian divisions had 
been routed. The Italians lost 8,000 men (3,000 dead, 1,000 captured, 4,000 
wounded) as well as vast quantities of arms and stores. 


The North 


Severely mauled in their attempts to encircle and defeat Madrid, the fas- 
cists turned next to the North and launched, on the 1st of Apni 1937, an of- 
fensive to capture it. The Basques had finally received their longed-for 
autonomy after the start of the Civil War, and they were for this reason 
Staunchly Republican. But a number of factors weakened the Northern 
front: 
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1. Access to the French frontier (and thus to supplies through France) 
had been closed off by the fascists seizing Iran (on 5 September 1936) and 
San Sebasti4n (13 September 1936). 


2. The Northern Zone operated as three distinct semi-autonomous 
states - the Basque country, Asturias and the Santander area. There was 
virtually no coordination between them, and they failed to take advantage of 
the natural defences surrounding the area. 


3. There was no effective Republican army in the area. The Basques re- 
fused to fight except on Basque territory. 


4. According to Sandéval and Azc4rate (p.107) "Unfortunately the policy 
of the leadership of the Nationalist Party was not worthy of the efforts, the sac- 
nifice and the heroism of the fighters. The Nationalist Party had complete con- 
trol over the Basque government, and tts overriding desire was to prevent the 
introduction in the Basque country of the democratic changes that had already 
taken place in the rest of Republican territory. It refused to form the People’s 
Army. The workers obtained neither social nor political benefits. The Basque 
government did nothing to gear the country’s industnal potential to meet the 
needs of the war, even when the continued eastence of Basque freedom was at 
stake.” 

5. The fascists were able to impose a sea blockade, preventing supplies 
from arriving by sea. 

In spite of all the difficulties faced by the Republicans, the capture of the 
North was no pushover, and on the 20th of April 1937, it was decided to use 
saturation bombing in an endeavour to break the spirit of the civilian popu- 
lation. The well-known bombing of Guernica was effected by German 
planes. 1654 people were killed and 889 injured as this town of 7,000 people 
was bombed on a busy market day. Two days later Guernica fell to fascist 
land forces, as did Durango. On the 30th of Apmil, Italian troops entered 
Bermeo. 


The rest of Republican Spain, itself under constant threat not only from 
the fascists but also (in Catalonia) from the POUM, could do little to help. 


In spite of the ovcrwhelming forces ranged by the fascists against them, 
the people of the North put up a spirited defence. They sank the Franco-ite 
cruiser Espafia, and they laid siege to Bermeo. Nevertheless the fascasts ad- 
vanced inexorably through heavy fighting towards Bilbao. In Bilbao it 
proved impossible to organise a Junta de Defensa like the one that had 
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defended Madrid, partly because of lack of enthusiasm on the part of the 
Basque government, and partly because of a mass exodus of Bilbainos to- 
wards Santander. Nothing was organised, not even the dynamiting of the 
bridges to hinder the fascist advance. Nor would the Basques sabotage the 
iron mines or the steelworks to prevent them falling into enemy hands. The 
mistakes of M4laga were being repeated. In mid-June Bilbao fell and the 
Germans rushed in to take over the iron works. On the 26th of August San- 
tander fell. Finally, despite valiant efforts on the Republican side to create 
diversions in other parts of Spain, Gijé6n fell on the 21st of October, thereby 
bringing to an end the Republican Northern Zone. It has to be said, 
though, that many fighters fled to the hills from where they maintained an 
ongoing guerrilla offensive for many years against the Franco regime. 


POUM putsch 


While the fascists were destroying republican strongholds in the North, 
the POUM was redoubling its efforts at sabotage in the republican rear. 
The reply of the POUM to its exclusion from the government of Catalonia 
(the Generalitat) was to start preparations for a putsch whose sole aim was, 
and could not have been otherwise, to disorganise the rear of the resistance 
of the anti-fascist people’s forces. The enlarged Central Committee of the 
POUM, in a lengthy resolution published subsequently on the 16th of De- 
cember 1936 in its organ La Bataila, called for the creation of organs of dual 
power side by side with the existing government, for the purpose of over- 
throwing the latter. In other words, the POUM advocated the creation of 
conditions of civil war in the camp of the popular forces just at a time when 
Franco was still advancing and winning battles! In its resolution the POUM 
made indulgent use of ‘revolutionary and ultra-left phrases as camouflage 
for a policy of opposing every attempt to create a People’s Army and Police 
force under the Republican government, and of resisting, in the name of so- 
cialism (of course), government control of the economy of Catalonia. 


And as the government advanced in the direction of achieving these ob- 
jectives, so necessary for a victorious fight against fascism, the POUM de- 
nounced, day after day and im ever shriller tones, these measures as being 
designed to take away the "gains of the revolution, and to bring back the 
capitalists and landlords who had fled abroad in an attempt to come to an 
understanding with Franco. The POUM’s calls for an uprising against the 
government became more frequent and insistent. On 22 March 1937 La Ba- 
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talla said: 


"Because of this our Party unceasingly shows the way; a revolutionary wor- 
kers’ front which will enable us to reach the end of the present stage and install 
a Workers’ and Peasants’ Goverment through the conquest of power ... “ 


In Apnil, Andreas Nin wrote: 


"No time must be lost. If we further passively watch the rebuilding of the 
bourgeois apparatus of power, the Spanish working class will have lost the 
most extraordinary opportunity that has been given for its emancipation. ... 
Then tt will be too late. We must strike the iron while it ts hot." 

On May Ist, Nin declared in an article in La Batalla: 


"The working class must cut the threads that bind it to the bourgeois 
democracy and decisively take the path of the conquest of power. There ts still 
time. Tomorrow it will be too late." 

Andrade, in the same issue of La Batalla, declared: 

"The revolutionary working-class organisations must regain their full econ- 
omic and political independence; they must abandon all kinds of confused co- 
operation with the fractions of the petty bourgeoisie and of reformism on the 
political field." 

Another appeal in La Batalla on May 1st 1937 said: 

"For two days the workang class has been mounting guard. The men in the 
factories and workshops are watching night and day over the welfare of the 
Revolution which has been endangered by the weak and crooked policy of the 
reformists. They are not uncontrollables and provocateurs. They are the con- 
Sctous sentinels who are watching the rearguard. They are waiting with the n- 
fles ready, for the workang class has exhausted its patience. They are red of so 
much feebleness on the part of cardboard governments formed on the basis of 
impotent compromises ... we Shall continue on guard henceforth, for we can 
no longer tolerate the lame policy of the Valencian and Catalonian Govern- 
ments. A policy of compromises. A policy against the worlang class. A policy 
of putting the brakes on the Revolution. A policy directed to a new upsurge of 
the bourgeoisie who were hurled down on July 19th." 


On May Ist we also find this last-minute announcement: 


“All members of our party belonging to the People’s Military School who 
have been appointed to different places in Catalonia or to the fronts are eam- 
estly requested to report to the Executive Military Committee, to Rambla Esta- 
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dios, headquarters of the Executive Committee.” 

On May 2nd La Batalla said: 

"It is no longer a question of achieving immediate demands. Today the 
task is different. It is the seizure of power by all the workers." 

Also on May 2nd La Batalla pnated a statemcat of the Executive of the 
POUM which said: 

"We are in agreement with one of the anarchist groups, which is at present 
in conflict with the Governmental CNT leaders and has issued the following 
s : "All power to the working class. All economic power to the trade 


unions”. 

The Anarchist group referred to in the quotation immediately preceding 
was the so-called ’Friends of Durruti’, which was rotten with fascist agents 
and was later resolutely repudiated by the CNT itself. Having failed to win 
the anarchist unions for a putsch policy, the POUM moved in the direction 
of splittzng them. 

And on the following day, 3rd May 1937, the insurrection that the 
POUM had been calling for took place. 


The situation between April 25th and May Ist was so tense that the gov- 
ernment of Catalonia banned all May Day demonstrations. The POUM re- 
sponded to this ban through its spokesman Nin as follows: 

"The working class must cut the threads which bind it to the bourgeois 
democracy and decisively take the path of the conquest of power. THERE IS 
STILL TIME. TOMORROWIT WILL BE TOO LATE." 


No wonder, then, that the government, reading the incitements to insur- 
rection occurring all around it, decided to take action. The criticism of the 
government is not that it took action to crush the insurrection but that it did 
not act early enough to stop it altogether. The fascist provocatcurs got the 
conflict they had been working for. 


Though the failure of the POUM to secure the support of the anarchist 
trade union, the CNT, condemned the insurrection to an carly defeat, the 
POUM continucd with it - along with two extreme Anarchist organisations, 
the Friends of Durruti’ and ’Anarchist Youth’ - thus prolonging the pur- 
poseless bloodletting. 


And so the fascist provocateurs insidc and outside the POUM and the 
organisations of anarchist extremists staged their greatest and most spccta- 
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cular act of sabotage. But they were crushed. Since, for the purpose of car- 
rying out their putsch, the Trotskyite POUM and the extreme anarchists 
had withdrawn their troops from the Aragon Front, the latter was weakened 
at a time of fascist pressure. 


Cleansing the rear 


The Spanish people now became convinced of the necessity of cleansing 
the rear at all costs. The central government of Largo Caballero, which had 
for so long tolerated the POUM and the anarchist uncontrollables, was 
brought down and replaced by a government able and willing to concentrate 
the popular forces for the winning of the war. The new government began 
its work decisively. It disarmed anarchist patrols’ and replaced them by re- 
sponsible police in control of trusted communists and socialists. Compul- 
sory coliectivisation and requisitions on the peasantry, interference with 
small shopkecping - currency smuggling, import of arms for political groups 
as distinct from the Front, were stopped. The senseless and insane excesses 
which had for so long disfigured the Revolution and undermined its unity 
and purpose were ended. But the situation was such that these excesses 
could not be ended without supplementing persuasion with force. Those 
who were either provocateurs or had a vested interest in the persistence of 
anarchy had to be dealt with harshly. It was this process of securing a rear 
under one authority instead of under groups of squabbling rival committees, 
of ensuring the organisation of all available resources under one control for 
the winning of the war against fascism - this noblest of the tasks then facing 
the Spanish Revolution - that has since been portrayed by the Trotskyist and 
other agents of the bourgeoisie as the "terror in Spain’. This gentry ‘forgets’ 
to mention the terror of fascism unleashed by Franco’s victory, to which the 
POUM Trotskyists and the Anarchist Uncontrollables made very large and 
shameful contributions by their erroneous policy, disruption, sabotage and 
downright provocation. 


Spies and Agents Provocateurs 


In the course of its cleansing operations, the Spanish police raided the 
Peruvian embassy in Madrid. There it discovered the details of a well-or- 
ganised fascist espionage group in touch with agents at the headquarters of 
the Gencral Staff, the military medical service, the information services of 
the War Ministry, the anti-aerial Defence Bureau of the Naval and Air Min- 


Chapter 17 FORMATION OF PEOPLE'S FRONT 433 
& THE COURSE OF THE WAR 


istry and a number of government organisations. In one of the documents 
discovered in the course of the unmasking of this organisation we read the 
following: 

"On the other hand the grouping of our forces for a rearguard movernent 
proceeds with a certain slowness. None the less we rely on four hundred men 
who are ready to act. These are well-armed and in favourable positions on the 
Madnd front; the infiltration of our men into the extremist Anarchist and 
POUM ranks is being carried out successfully. We need a good propaganda 
chief who would carry on this work independently of ourselves so as to be able 
to act in greater safety. 

".- In fulfilment of your order I went myself to Barcelona to interview a 
leading member of the POUM. I communicated to him all you had indicated. 
The lack of communications between yourself and him is explained by the 
breakdown of the broadcasting station, which began to function again while I 
was still there. You will certainly have received an answer with regard to the 
fundamental problem. N particularly requests you and the foreign friends that 
the person indicated to communicate with hirn should be myself alone and ex- 
clusively. He has promised me to send new people to Madrid to activise the 
POUM’s work. With these reinforcements the POUM will become, as in Bar- 
celona, a firm and effective support for our movernent." 

The ’N’ referred to in the document cited above was none other than 
Andreas Nin, leader of the POUM. For this he was arrested, but was later 
rescued by fascists disguised in military uniforms, who resorted to this 
measure in the hope of preventing the authorities from securing new and 
fuller proofs of their crimes. 

On October 23rd, the Chief of the Barcelona police, Lieutenant- Colo- 
nel Burillo, gave representatives of the press a detailed account of the dis- 
covery of a similar POUM plot m Catalonia. 


Trotskyites outside Spain 


The activity of the Trotskyites and near-Trotskyite organisations outside 
Spain was conducted in the same spint and for the same objectives as of 
those operating inside Spain. It is therefore hardly coincidental that im the 
months between October and December 1937, when everyone expected a 
determined fascist offensive against the Republican government, the Trot- 
skyites redoubled their attacks against the People’s government. Trotsky 
himself came out with a bitter denunciation of the Soviet Union, which was 
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given the widest coverage in the pro-Franco imperialist press and right-wing 
socialist papers. Said Trotsky: 

“It is necessary to pass to an international offensive against Stalinism." 

And one of the centres of Stalinism against which it was necessary to de- 
velop an international offensive was, of course, the People’s Government in 
Spain! 

"The events of recent months in Spain have demonstrated what crimes the 
Moscow bureaucracy, now completely degenerate, linked with its international 
mercenanies, are capable of. 

“In Spain where the so-called Republican Government serves as a screen 
for the criminal bands of Stalinism, the GPU has found the most favourable 
arena for carrying out the directives of the Plenum." (It ts ame to pass to an in- 
ternational offensive against Stalinism, November 1937). 

An international offensive of the dupes of Trotskyism against the Span- 
ish republic, to coincide with the offensive of Franco - such was the con- 
tribution of Trotskyism in the most critical period of the struggle of the 
Spanish people against local and international fascism. The experience of 
Spain merely confirmed the expenence of the Soviet Union as to the 
counter- revolutionary pro-fascist character of Trotskyism. 


Brunete 


Republican forces between the 6th and 26th of July 1937 mounted an of- 
fensive against the fascists at Brunete, East of Madrid. The aim of the of- 
fensive was partly to take the pressure off the Northern front, and partly to 
encircle and besiege Varela’s forces outside Madnd. In this attack the Re- 
publicans were at first able to capture Brunete, but on the 25th of July the 
Franco-ites took it back after receiving heavy reinforcements from the 
Northern front, from where the Condor Legion was brought back for the 
purpose of retaking Brunete. The battle ended with 23,000 Republican 
losses and over 13,000 losses on the fascist side. The offensive had suc- 
ceeded in breaking up the fascist front, but the gains were not built upon or 
followed up. The Basques were unable to build on the respite that they had 
gained. 

A similar offensive was launched in September 1937 at Belchite on the 
Arag6n front, with similar results. Belchite, however, fell to Republican 
forces on thc 6th of September, and they held on to it for several months. 
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Teruel 


The Republicans waited until December to launch their next offensive - 
at Teruel. 100,000 troops were ranged to recapture Teruel, with a view to 
disrupting a gathering of fascist forces at Guadalajara that was preparing to 
attack Madnd. On the 15th of December 1937 the Republicans besieged 
Teruel. In freezing weather conditions, and beating off a counter-attack 
from the Franco-ites (which were successfully diverted from their proposed 
attack on Madrid) the Republicans were, with a great deal of difficulty, fi- 
nally able to take Teruel on the 8th of January. But again Germany and 
Italy came to Franco’s rescue: 


"... The German ambassador in Salamanca, von Stohrer, sent a telegram 
to Hitler to say that Franco would be unable to continue the war without a 
great increase in foreign aid. And so, while the Western powers tightened the 
noose of Non-Intervention with which the Spanish people were being strangled, 
Germany and Italy again increased their deliveries of war material and the des- 
patch of entire military units to Franco. This enabled him to organise a big of- 
fensive ... On February 22 he recaptured Teruel. On March 9, thanks to his 
overwhelming superiority in aircraft, artillery and other equipment, he suc- 
ceeded in making a breakthrough on the Eastern front and started to advance 
towards the Mediterranean." 


On April the 15th, the enemy reached Vinaroz on the Mediterrancan 
coast, cutting Republican territory in two. But the River Ebro stood be- 
tween the fascists and Catalonia; and the river Segre between them and 
Valencia, so the Republicans still had every hope of forcing the fascists to 
retreat. 

Unfortunately, however, the defeat at Teruel broke the spirit of some 
sections of the petty-bourgcois supporters of the Republic. For instance, the 
Socialist Minister of War, Indalecio Prieto, who had always been sceptical 
(or nervous?) of the abilities of a People’s Army, became openly defcatist 
and had to be removed from office. The people of Spain, however, were in 
no mood for surrender. For onc thing, the events of the war had shown 
them how Franco could be expected to treat them if they did surrender, and 
the feeling was that one might as well dic fighting. 

On April 20, 1938, the Republican government put forward an agreed 
peace offer to the other side - a 13-point programme for a way to end the 
war without reprisals. But to get the offer accepted the government nceded 
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to put more pressure on Franco to convince him of the futility of fighting on. 
Hence on 25 July 1938, the Republicans again went on the offensive, cross- 
ing the Ebro in the dead of night to recapture lost terntory to the South of 
Catalonia. The fascists had far superior forces, outnumbering the Republi- 
cans in the order of 12-1 as regards heavy artillery, 15-1 in bomber planes 
and 10-1 in fighter aircraft. In spite of that, the Republicans won a magnifi- 
cenl victory and were able to hang on to their gains for 3 months. 


Meanwhile Hitler and Chamberlain were talking at Munich (29-30 Sep- 
tember, 1938), and, as is well-known, Chamberlain made it known to Hitler 
that he was in no immediate danger from his imperialist rivals. Hence Hit- 
ler was encouraged to step up his aggression. He knew that m Spain, for in- 
stance, he could put the boot in and France, Britain and the UK would not 
lift a finger to stop him. On the 30th of October the Spanish fascists, then, 
launched a counter-attack against the Republican army of the Ebro, who by 
the 18th of November were forced back across the Ebro. According to 
Hugh Thomas, the Republicans lost 70,000 men im the fighting - 30,000 
dead, 20,000 prisoners - including three quarters of the remaining members 
of the International Brigades. Fascist losses were also high at 33,000. 


The Fall of Catalonia. 


Following defeat at the Ebro and the renewed vigour of the German fas- 
cists towards pressing home their advantage in Spain, it was only a matter of 
tume before Catalonia was taken. The French had closed the border on the 
12th of June 1938 so that Catalonia could be starved of supplies. Acro- 
planes provided by the Soviet government, 500 pieces of artillery and 10,000 
machine guns were held up in France. Franco had 340,000 men at his dis- 
posal and abundant arms continuously being supplied by his allies. 
"Throughout November and December 1938 convoys of Italian and German 
ships constantly arrived at the ports in Franco's zone, bringing thousands of 
troops and military technicians and thousands of tons of war material”. (San- 
déval and Azc4rate p.127). 

The alhes had only 120,000 ill-equipped men, of whom only 37,000 had 
niles. 

The fascist attack on Catalonia started on 23 December 1938. Thanks to 
heroic fighting by the Republican Army the advance was retarded, but 
could not be contained. Tarragona fell on the 14th of January 1939. The 
government moved from Barcelona to Gerona. Barcelona fell on the 26th 
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of January. Catalonia having fallen, the British government decided to rec- 
ognise the Franco regime as the legitimate government of Spain: the pur- 
pose of this was to keep in Franco’s good books in order to have some 
influence over Spain when the war was over. 


After the fall of Catalonia, the Republic’s resistance fell apart. The non- 
Communists in the government ted to save themselves by agreeing to sur- 
render while the Communists shill saw merit in hanginp on, with no fewer 
than 700,000 Republican troops available in the remaining Republican areas 
and a highly volatile international situation which might at any moment turn 
to their advantage. Socialists however, who had for quite some time been 
dragging their feet - partly through defeatism, but also because they were 
beginning to fear that victory in the war would mean Communism, such was 
the prestige that the Communists had gained through their conduct of the 
war, and Communism they did not fecl was worth fighting for - turned 
against the Communists. Fighting started between the former allies of the 
Popular Front. Casado, the Socialist leader, who had been in contact with 
Franco for some time to discuss terms of surrender, removed all Commun- 
ists from their military posts. 12,000 Communists were thrown into prison, 
many to be handed over in due course to Franco. At this point the war was 
lost. 


On Tuesday 28 March 1939, the fascists entered Madrid and by 30 
March, the whole of Spain had fallen. 


"The war was over. But for Spain there came the terrible peace of the scaf- 
fold, the firing squads at dawn, the inquisitonal tortures, the ruthless extermi- 
nation of Communists - yes, and Socialists, Anarchists and Republicans as 
well. 

"Torrents of blood extinguished the beacon of heroism that had burned so 
brightly for two years and eight months, ilturninating the world and forging the 
spirit of resistance among the peoples." (Sand6val and Azc4rate, p.147). 


Non-intervention 


Finally, a few words on non-intervention. The Spanish Civil War, it must 
be appreciated, was the dress rehearsal for the Second World War. Ger- 
many and Italy had an interest in Spain partly because of its strategic posi- 
tion from the point of view of control of the Mediterranean, and partly 
because of its mineral resources which made it an attractive asset to an im- 
perialist power with military ambitions. Moreover, Spanish mineral wealth 
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was overwhelmingly Bntish-owned and since the Bnitish were the imperial- 
ist rivals that Germany needed to dispossess, it was desirable to deprive the 
British of their Spanish influence. 

German and Italian intervention in the Spanish Civil War, therefore, was 
onc of the first steps taken by the fascist regimes of those countries to attack 
the imperialist interests of the relatively enfecbled British and French im- 
perialists. Being enfeebled the latter were not, however, keen to take on the 
frenzied might of their challengers. British and French policy, therefore, 
evolved to try to persuade Hitler to make a priority of attacking the Soviet 
Union, thereby weakening both their enemies at once and leaving them very 
much in control of the situation. Stalin and the CPSU, fully appreciating 
where Bnitish and French imperialist interests lay, were concerned above all 
to frustrate these plans and, msofar as it was possible, to keep the Soviet 
Union out of the war. To fight any war at all, however, certainly against an 
encmy as powerful as the Sovict Union, or even British and French im- 
perialism, Hitler and Mussolim had to gobble up as many sources of sup- 
plies of men and materials as it possibly could before the outbreak of the 
major hostilities. In this context Spain looked very appetising, having both a 
large population and valuable resources that could be mobilised for war. 

This is why nght from the start of the rebellion of the fascist officers, 
Hitler and Mussolini supported them to the hilt. But paralysed by hopes 
that Hitler might be persuaded by kindness and understanding to attack the 
Soviet Union first, the British and French failed to take the obvious step of 
supporting the fascists’ opponents. They even went out of their way to sab- 
Otage the fascists’ opponents, which must have been a source of great 
amusement in Berlin and in Rome. 


As far as the Soviet Union was concerned, it was quite aware that every 
one of the fascist hyenas was its enemy, and a strong enemy at that. Its allies 
were the peace-loving working classes and peasant masses of Europe who 
had not the slightest interest im the way the imperialist bandits shared the 
loot or in dymg in a war to redivide that loot. This is why the Soviet Union 
did wholeheartedly support the cause of the Spanish people, notwithstand- 
ing the danger that this might in fact draw it into a war with Germany that it 
was anxious to put off for as long as was possible. The pcople of Spain had 
a loyal friend in the Soviet Union, which could be relied upon to do every- 
thing in its power to promote their cause and to frustrate the designs of 
every impenalist power. As Stalin said in a telegram sent to Jose Diaz on 
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the 15th of October, 1936: 

"The toilers of the Soviet Union only fulfil their duty when they give aid to 
the Spanish revolutionary masses. They arc aware that the liberation of Spain 
from the persecution of Fascist reactionaries is not a private cause of Spa- 
niards, but a universal cause of the whole of advanced and progressive man- 
kind. Fraternal Greetings." 

As we have seen, if the fascists won in Spain, it was only because of the 
massive aid received from Italy and Germany, aided and abetted by the sab- 
otage of the Republican effort by the British, French and Americans. 


This sabotage was coordinated through the fraudulent front of a ’Non- 
Intervention Committee’ (the London Committec), which by appealing to 
peace sought to mobilise ordinary people meckly to accept the aggression 
being meted out to thei class brothers and sisters m Spam. As the Amerti- 
can historian FJ. Taylor pointed out, the US, France and Bniain were "col- 
laborators with the Axis" and thus committed ‘one of the blackest crimes 
against freedom in modem times.“ 

According to international law, when civil war breaks out all non-com- 
batant countries have an obligation to supply the legal government of the 
country concerned. Through the guise of ’non- intervention’, Britain and 
France secured an EMBARGO on the supply of materials to the legal gov- 
ernment of Spain while the Germans and Italians blatantly supplied the re- 
bels with as much as they wanted. 


In theory the non-intervention was organised, on the initiative of the 
French social-democratic Popular Front government (headed by the arch- 
opportunist Leon Blum) taken on the 6th of August 1936 to propose a non- 
intervention agreement. This agreement was, in the event, signed by 27 
European states, who agreed not to send arms directly or indirectly to 
cither side in the Spanish conflict. Among the signatories were - Germany 
and Italy, who, as we have seen and as later became obvious, had no inten- 
tion whatsoever of abiding by it. It was also signed by the Soviet Union, a 
fact that set off the predictable chorus of cries of Betrayal from the Trot- 
skyites and other counter-revolutionaries. But the Soviet Union signed in 
the hope that it would be possible through this Agreement to put pressure 
on German and Italian fascism to stop their intervention in Spain or to mo- 
bilise the other countries to stand up to German and Italian breaches of the 
agreement. In the event none of these possibilities matenalised, since with- 
in 3 months it became clear that the whole agreement was a fraud from start 
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to finish, whereupon the Soviet Union, after several warnings to the London 
Committee, withdrew from it. These facts are evidenced by official letters 
sent by the Sovict Union to the London Committee on the 7th and 23rd of 
October 1936. 


The first of these read: "The Soviet government cannot, in any event, con- 
sent to the Non-Intervention agreernent being transformed by certain of the 
parties into a screen intended to conceal the military aid being given to the re- 
bels against the legal Spanish government. 

“Consequently the Soviet government finds itself obliged to state that if 
these violations do not cease immediately the USSR will consider itself freed 
from any obligations ensuing from the 'Non-Intervention’ agreement." 

The second read: "The Soviet government cannot feel itself bound by the 
Non-Intervention agreernent to any greater degree than any of the other parties 
to that agreement." 

And thenceforth the Soviet government did all it could to supply the Re- 
publicans with everything they needed, from men (through the Internafional 
Brigades who sent some 35,000 men to Spain), to military advisers from its 
own army, to armaments and food. 

And in the long run the Soviet people benefited from the unstinting aid 
they gave to the Spanish people. For surely the heroism of the Spanish 
people when organised by Communist methods to fight the fascist armies 
and to win against enormous odds must have been mstrumental in convinc- 
ing Hitler that it would not be a good plan to take on a Communist state as 
the British and French were urging him to do. Hence the heroism of the 
Spanish people were an important factor im the ultimate defeat of fascism in 
Europe. 


PART VI 


On Collectivisation 


"Only if we succeed in practice in showing the 
peasants the advantages of common, collective, 
co-operative, artel cultivation of the soil, ... will the 
working class, which holds state power in its hands, 
actually prove to the peasants the correctness of its 
policy and actually secure the real and durable 
following of the vast masses of the peasantry." 

- Lenin 


",. the proclamation of a slogan is not enough to 
cause the peasantry to turn en masse towards 
socialism. At least one more circumstance is needed 
for this, namely, that the masses of the peasantry 
themselves should be convinced that the slogan 
proclaimed is a correct one and that they should 
accept it as their own." 

"Collective farms must not be established by force. 
That would be foolish and reactionary." 

- Stalin 


Chapter 18 


Collectivisation 


[Written by way of a Preface to Stalin’s writings on Collectivisation] 


TT question of collectivisation in the Soviet Union has always been a 
most controversial issue - both within the USSR and outside it. And it 
could not be otherwise, because of the general importance of collectivisa- 
tion in connection with the question of building the material basis of social- 
ism in the countryside. We shall, therefore, begin by making a few remarks 
about the importance of collectivisation in general; we shall then take this 
opportunity to deal with the two deviations - the right and the ’left’ deviation 
- from the Party’s Leninist line on collectivisation, against which the Party 
line had to contend in a most fierce struggle m order to be victorious; and fi- 
nally we shall show that the frenzied howls of the bourgeoisie of all coun- 
tries, and of its agents in the working-class movement, the Trotskyists, the 
revisionists, the social-democrats, and reformists and reactionaries of all 
colours and shades, against collectivisation in the USSR are nothing but a 
disguised - and in some cases open - defence of capitalism, or, more cor- 
rectly, of its restoration. 


A. The general impostance of collectivisation. 


(1) Firstly, collectivisation is of tremendous significance from the pomt 
of view of the peasantry, for small-scale peasant farming inevitably leads to 
the ruin, destitution and pauperisation of the overwhelming majority of the 
peasant population. Here are a few pronouncements of Lenin’s on this 
score: 

"There is no escape from poverty for the small farm.” (Lenin, SW Vol 8, 
p.195). 

"The smnall-farming systern under commodity production cannot save man- 
kind from the poverty and oppression of the masses." (Lenin, SW Vol 6, p.60). 

"If we continue as of old on our small farms, even as free citizens on free 
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land, we shail still be faced with inevitable ruin.” (Lenin, SW Vol 6, p.370). 


“Only with the help of common, artel, cooperative labour can we escape 
from the impasse into which unperialist war has landed us."(Lenin, SW Vol 8, 
p.193). 


"We must pass to common cultivation in large model farms. Otherwise 
there will be no escaping from the dislocation, from the truly desperate situ- 
ation in which Russia finds itself." (Lenin, SW Vol 6, p.371). 

(2) Secondly, only through the medium of collectivisation could the 
working class, which held state power, secure the durable following of the 
vast masses of the peasantry, only through collectivisation could the working 
class effectively maintain its leadership of the main mass of the peasantry in 
the system of the dictatorship of the proletanat. 


"Only if we succeed in practice in showing the peasants the advantages of 
common, collective, co-operative, artel cultivation of the sotl, only if we suc- 
ceed in helping the peasant by means of co-operative, artel farming, will the 
working class, which holds state power in its hands, actually prove to the peas- 
ant the correctness of its policy and actually secure the real and durable follow- 
ing of the vast masses of the peasantry.” (Lenin, SW, Vol 8, p.198). 

(3) As long as small-scale peasant farming lasted, the danger of restora- 
tion of capitalism presented itself as the most real of all dangers, for the "So- 
viet regime could not for long continue to rest upon two opposite foundations: 
on large-scale socialist industry, which destroys the capitalist elements, and on 
small, individual peasant farming, which engenders capitalist elements." 
(Stalin, Works Vol 13 p. 176). 


Herc is what Lenin has to say on this account: 


"As long as we live in a small-peasant country, there ts a surer economic 
basis for capitalism tn Russia than for communism. This must be bome in 
mind. Anyone who has carefully observed life in the countryside as compared 
with life in the towns, knows that we have not tom out the roots of capitalism 
and have not undermined the foundation, the basis of the internal enemy. The 
latter depends on small-scale production, and there is only one way of under- 
mining it, namely, to place the economy of the country, including agriculture, 
on a new technical basis, the technical basis of modem large-scale production. 
And it ts only electricity that is such a basis. Communism is Soviet power plus 
electrification of the whole country. Otherwise, the country will remain a small- 
peasant country, and we have got to understand that clearly. We are weaker 
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than capitalism, not only on a world scale, but also within the country. Every- 
body knows this. We are conscious of it, and we shall see to it that our econ- 
omic base ts wansformed from a small-peasant base into a large-scale 
industrial base. Only when the country has been electrified, only when our in- 
dustry, our agriculture, our transport system have been placed upon the technit- 
cal basis of modern large-scale industry, shall we achieve final victory." 

And further: 

"Small production engenders capitalism and the bourgeoisie continuously, 
daily, hourly, spontaneously and on a mass scale.”. 

(4) Finally, the collective farms are the medium best suited to remould- 
ing the individualist peasantry in the spirit of collectivism, in the spirit of so- 
cialism, thereby bringing it closer to the working class; they are the only 
medium through which the bond between the working class and the peas- 
antry can be strengthened in such a way as to bring the peasantry closer to 
the working class and thus pave the way for the elimination and abolition of 
classes. As Stalin said: 

“Whoever does not realise this, or refuses to recognise it, is not a Manast, 
not a Leninist, but a ‘peasant philosopher’, who looks backward instead of for- 
ward.” (Works Vol 9, p.222 ) 


Aad why are collective farms the medium most suited to remoulding the 
peasantry in a collectivist spirit? Why are they the medium that paves the 
way for the abolition of classes? The answer lies in the fact that they estab- 
lish between the working class and the peasantry a bond which ts based on 
metal, on new technical equipment and on collective labour; and it ts pre- 
cisely such a bond that is required to remould the small tiller. Here is what 
Comrade Lenin has to say in this context: 

"The remaking of the small tiller, the remoulding of his whole mentality 
and habits, is a work of generations. As regards the small aller, this problem 
can be solved, his whole mentality can be put on healthy lines, so to speak, 
only by the material base, by technical means, by introducing tractors and ma- 
chines in agriculture on a mass scale, by electrification on a mass scale. That 
is what would remake the small tiller fundamentally and with unmense 
rapidity." 

Such is the Leninist plan for remoulding the peasantry, for bringing it 
closer to the working class, and for creating the necessary conditions for the 
climination of all classes. This Leninist plan is completely opposed to the 
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silly little reactionary Utopias that one hears so often put about by ‘social- 
ists’ who would rather build ‘socialism’ in the minds of the people without 
constructing a material base for it. Lenin’s plan, on the other hand, shows 
the only way of remoulding the peasantry, namely, by creating the matenal 
conditions necessary for such remoulding. According to Lenin, socialism 
cannot be built just in the minds of the people: it has a material basis. It ts 
only by ignoring this revolutionary teaching of Lenin’s that some ’socialists’ 
are able to criticise collectivisation and industrialisation in the USSR. 

The above, then, briefly, is the significance of collectivisation. It can now 
clearly be seen that those who are opposed to the collectivisation of agncul- 
ture are the enemies of the peasantry, encmies of the working class and 
enemies of socialism and communism. 


Let us now pass to the two deviations from the Party’s Leninist line on 
collectivisation. 


B. Two deviations from the Party’s Leninist line on collectivisation 


First deviation - the ‘left’ (Trotskyist) deviation 


Briefly, the ‘left’ (Trotskyist) deviation can be summed up in the follow- 
ing words: it sees in the entire peasantry nothing but an instrument for the 
restoration of capitalism; it looks upon the basic mass of the peasantry as a 
reactionary mass which cannot be relied upon, and, therefore, advocates not 
an alliance with the basic mass of the peasantry but a discord’ with it; and 
above all it believes in the impossibility of successfully building socialism in 
one country taken separately. All this explams the adventurism charac- 
teristic of the policies advocated by the Trotskyists. This adventurism alone 
explains why Trotsky and Zinoviev tried their utmost to force on the Party 
full-scale collectivisation at the 14th Party Congress m December 1925. 

Of course the Party rejected this adventurist policy, for reasons to be 
made clear shortly. Since the rejection by the Party of Trotskyist adventur- 
ism (which has special appeal for the petty bourgeois who is always on the 
look out for something exciting to fill his otherwise empty, boring and 
meaningless life) in matters of collectivisation, the Trotskyists have spread 
the legend that the policy of collectivisation was adopted too late, that the 
Bolshevik Party and Stalin did not realise the bestial nature of the kulak 
until the latter attempted in 1928 to threaten the very exstence of the Soviet 
regime by refusing to sell grain to the Soviet state, thus presenting the towns 
and the Red Army with the spectacle of starvation and famine. This cmiti- 
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cism is associated with the Trotskyist opposition in the USSR. 

This criticism ts, however, totally unfounded and is based upon the usual 
Trotskyist substitution of wishful thinking for actual reality. Trotskyism 
would cease to be Trotskyism if it took concrete reality as its point of depar- 
ture. That the kulaks were the "Most bestial, brutal and savage exploiters" 
and had therefore to be climinated is hardly a discovery of Trotskyism. 
Here is how Lemin depicted the kulaks: 


"The kulaks are most bestial, brutal and savage exploiters, who in the hts- 
tory of other countries have time and again restored the power of the landlords, 
tsars, priests and capitalists. The kulaks are more numerous than the land- 
lords and capitalists. Nevertheless, the kulaks are a minority of the people ... 
These bloodsuckers have grown rich on the want suffered by the people during 
the war, they have raked in thousands and hundreds of thousands of roubles 
by raising the prices of grain and other products. These spiders have grown fat 
at the expense of the peasants who have been ruined by the war, and at the ex- 
pense of the hungry workers. These leeches have sucked the blood of the tos- 
lers and have grown the richer, the more the workers in the cities and factones 
have suffered hunger. These varnpires have been gathering and are gathering 
the landed estates into their hands; they keep on enslaving the poor peasants." 

That the climination of the kulaks as a class and the collectivisation of 
the peasantry were the only way of safeguarding socialism is also no dis- 
covery of Trotskyism; the already-cited passage from Comrade Lenin’s 
works are ample proof of this. 

The question therefore arises: in view of the enormous significance of 
collectivisation and of the necessity of eliminating the kulaks as a class, why 
was collectivisation not embarked upon earlier, and why were the kulaks not 
eliminated carlier than they actually were? Why did the Bolshevik Party, as 
far back as the Eighth Party Congress, proclaim the policy of restricting the 
exploiting tendencies of the kulaks rather than proclaim a policy of elimina- 
tion of the kulaks as a class? Why did the Party reject the Trotskyist de- 
mand for elimination of the kulaks in 1926? 

The answer lies im the fact that had the Party undertaken an offensive 
against the kulaks without preparing the necessary conditions for the suc- 
cessful outcome of this offensive, then the offensive would have proved to 
be the most reckless adventurism and would certainly have failed. And 
failure would have mcant the strengthening of the kulaks. An offensive 
against the kulaks at an earlier time, say 1926-7, would certainly have failed 
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because at that tame there did not exist i the Sovict countryside a wide net- 
work of state farms and collective farms which could furnish the basis for a 
determined struggle against the kulaks, because at that time the Soviet state 
was unable to replace the capitalist kulak production by the socialist pro- 
duction of state farms and collective farms. Here is what Comrade Stalm 
says ou the point under consideration: 

"In 1926-1927, the Zinoviev-Trotsky opposition did its utmost to impose 
upon the Party the policy of an immediate offensive against the kislaks. The 
Party did not ernbark on that dangerous adventure, for it knew that serious 
people cannot afford to play at an offensive. An offensive aguinst the kulaks 
is a serious matter. It should not be confused with declamations aguinst the 
kulaks. Nor should u be confused with a policy of pinpricks against the ku- 
laks, which the Zinoviev- Trotsky opposition did its usnost to unpose upon the 
Party. To launch an offensive against the kulaks means that we must smash 
the kadlaks, eliminate thern as a class. Unless we set ourselves these auns, an 
offensive would be mere declaration, pin-pricks, phrasemongering, anything 
but a real Bolshevik offensive. To launch an offensive against the liuilaks 
means that we must prepare for tt and then strike at the laudaks, strike so hard 
as to prevent thern from nsing to their feet again. That is what we Bolsheviks 
call a real offensive. Could we have undertaken such an offensive some five 
years or three years ago with any prospect of success? No, we could not. 

“Indeed, in 1927 the laslaks produced over 600,000,000 poods of grain, 
about 130,000,000 poods of which they marketed outside the rural districts. 
That was a rather serious power, which had to be reckoned with. How much 
did ow collective farms and state farms produce at that ume? About 
80,000,000 poods, of which about 35,000,000 poods were sent to the market 
(marketable grain). Judge for yourselves, could we at that time have RE- 
PLACED the laulak output and lasulak marketable grain by the output and mar- 
ketable grain of our collective farms and state farms? Obviously, we could not. 

"What would it have meant to launch a determined offensive against the 
kulaks under such conditions? It would have meant certain failure, streng- 
thening the position of the lalaks and being left without grain. That is why we 
could not and should not have undertaken a determined offensive against the 
kaslaks at that time, in spite of the adventurist declamations of the Zinoviev- 
Trotsky opposition". (Works Vol 12 pp 174-5). 

This then cxplams why the kulaks, why these "bloodsuckers," these 
“spiders,” these "leeches", and these “varnpires" were tolerated and why the 


Party pursued the policy of restricting their exploiting tendencies rather than 
that of their outright climination. This, then, explains why the Party at its 
Eighth Congress adopted the policy of restricting the exploitmg tendencies 
of the kulaks, why this policy was again announced at the 11th Party Con- 
gress at the time of the mtroduction of the New Economic Policy (NEP), 
why this policy was confirmed by the Fifteenth Congress of the Party, and 
why the Party pursued this Ime right up to the summer of 1929. As Com- 
rade Stalin correctly remarked, “the proclarnation of a slogan is not enough 
to cause the peasantry to turn en masse towards socialism". 


C. The Trotskyist recipe for disaster through “discord” with the 
peasantry versus the Leninist formula for building socialism 
through a “stable aliance” with the main mass of the peasantry 


If the ‘left? (Trotskyist) deviation had gamed ascendancy in the Party, the 
result would have been the restoration of capitalism in the USSR. For what 
the Trotskyists were advocating amounted to no less than a declaration of 
civil war against the mam mass of the peasantry, namely, the middle peas- 
antry, i.c., 60% of the peasantry. The declaration of such a civil war against 
the middle peasantry would have meant the bringing of the Soviet regime 
into a “hostile collision" with the main mass of the peasantry. And such a 
“hostile collision” could not but represent a most serious danger to the very 
existence of the Soviet regime. Small wonder that the Party rejected such 
an adventurist ’policy’ as that advocated by Trotskyism. 

Anyone who is in the least acquainted with Trotskyism would not be sur- 
prised by Trotskyism’s advocacy of this adventurist policy towards the main 
mass of the peasantry. Such a policy is the direct outcome of Trotsky’s no- 
torious theory of ‘permanent revolution’ which denies the revolutionary role 
of the peasantry and which claums that it ts mpossible to build socialism im a 
single country. According to this theory of ’permanent revolution’ it ts im- 
possible for the working class to lead the main mass of the peasantry into 
the channel of socialist construction. Here are a few pronouncements of 
Trotskyism on this matter: 

"The contradictions in the position of a workers’ government in a backward 
country with an overwhelming peasant population can be sofved only on an in- 
ternational scale in the arena of the world projetanan revolution.” (Trotsky, 
The Year 1905 (Preface)). And: 


"Without direct state support from the European proletariat, the working 
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class of Russia will not be able to maintain itself in power and to transform its 
ternporary rule into a lasting socialist dictatorship. This we cannot doult for 
an instant." (Trotsky, Our Revolution). And 

"It would be hopeless to think ... that, for example, a revolutionary Russia 
could hold out in the face of a Conservative Europe." (Works, Vol Ill part I p. 
90). 


Is it surprising then that Trotsky, who, flying m the face of all reality, so 
stubbornly held on to the above reactionary views, should have advocated a 
policy which would, if put into practice, have turned his reactionary fancy 
into reality? Had Trotsky’s line been followed, the working class of Russia 
would doubtlessly not have been able to maintain itscif im power. 

Zimovicv, Trotsky’s ally in opposing the Party’s Leninist line on the peas- 
ant question, also did not belicve in an alliance between the working class 
and the middle peasantry. Instead, departing from Lemintsm, he advocated 
the ncutralisation of the middic peasantry under the conditions of the dicta- 
torship of the proletariat. Here ts what Zinovicv, who at the time was 
Chairman of the Comintern, wrote on this issue in Pravda on 18 January 
1925: 

"There are a number of tasks which are ABSOLUTELY IN COMMON 
TO ALL PARTIES OF THE COMINTERN. Such, for example, are .. the 
Proper approach to the peasantry. There are three strata among the agyicultu- 
ral population of the whole world, which can and must be won over by us and 
become the allies of the proletariat (the agricultural protetariat, the semnt-prole- 
tarians - the small-holder peasants - and the small peasantry who do not hire 
labour). There is another stratum of the peasantry (the middle peasants), 
which must be at least NEUTRALISED BY US." (Quoted according to 
Stalin, CW Vol 7 pp 381-2). 

The Trotskyist opposition’s chief economist, Preobrazheasky, even went 
so far as to declare the peasantry a “colony” for socialist industry, as an ob- 
ject to be exploited to the utmost. 

Smummov, another leader of the opposition, openly advocated “discord” 

"We say that our state budget must be revisea in such a way that the greater 
part of this five thousand million budget should flow into industry, for IT 
WOULD BE BETTER FOR US TO PUT UP WITH DISCORD WITH THE 
MIDDLE PEASANTS THAN TO INVITE CERTAIN DOOM." (Smirnov, 


Chapter 18 COLLECTIVISATION 451 


speech delivered at the Rogzhsko-Simonovsky District Party Conference, 
1927, quoted according to Stalin, CW Vol 10 p 262). 

Onc has only to compare the above-quoted pronouncements of the 
Trotskyist opposition with the followimg passages from Comrade Lenin’s 
writings to realise what a decp chasm divides Trotskyism from Leninism. 

Whereas Trotskyism advocated “discord with the middle peasants" as the 
best method of avoiding “certain doom", Leninism, on the contrary, advo- 
cates an alliance with the basic mass of the peasantry as the only mcans of 
ensuring the leading role of the proictariat and the consolidation of the dic- 
tatorship of the proletariat. 

* _. the supreme principle,” said Lenin, "of the dictatorship of the proleta- 
riat is the maintenance of the alliance of the proletariat and the peasantry in 
order that the proletariat may retain its leading role and state power.” (Report 
on the Tactics of the RCP(B) dclivered at the 3rd Congress of the Comin- 
tern, 5 July 1921, CW Vol 32, p.466). 

Thos it is clear that according to Leninism it ts impossible to build so- 
cialism sucocssfully without “a stable alliance with the middle peasants" (see 
Lenin, opening speech at the 8th Congress of the RCP(B) 18 March 1919, CW 
Vol 29 p 125). 

According to Trotskyism, however, "discord with the middle peasants” ts 
the only means of avoiding "certain doom" (sec Smirnov, quoted above). 

Furthermore it must not be forgotten that m 1927 the middle pcasantry 
constituted 60% of the entire peasantry. A discord with the middle pcas- 
antry would, therefore, have meant driving it into the arms of the kolaks, 
strengthening the kulaks and isolating the poor peasants; in other words, a 
discord of the nature advocated by Trotskyism would have meant starting a 
civil war in the countryside and weakening Soviet rulc m the countryside 
most dangerously. Such is the logic of Trotskyism, ms intentions notwith- 
standing. Here ts how Comrade Stalin described the discrepancy between 
the opposition’s desires (its good intcations) and the incvitable disastrous 
result of its policy of discord with the middle peasantry. 

"I an far from accusing the opposition of deliberately striving for all these 
misfortunes. It is not, however, a matter of what the opposition desires and is 
striving for, but of the results that must inevitably follow from the opposition’s 
policy of discord with the middle peasantry. 

“The same thing is happening to the opposition here as happened with the 
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bear in Krylov’s fable "The Hermit and the Bear’. (Laughter). It goes without 
saying that the bear’s intention in smashing the head of his friend the hermit 
with a lump of rock was to deliver him from the wnportunate fly. The bear 
was prompted by the fnendliest motives. Nevertheless, the bear’s fnendly mo- 
tives led to an action that was far from friendly, and for which the hermit paid 
with his life. Of course, the opposition wishes the revolution nothing but good. 
But to achieve this it proposes such means as would result in the utter defeat of 
the revolution, in the utter defeat of the worlang class and the peasantry, in the 
disruption of all our work of construction. 


“The opposition’s ‘platform’ is a platfurm for the rupture of the alliance be- 
tween the working class and the peasantry, a platform for the disruption of all 
our work of construction, a platform for the disruption of the work of indus- 
trialisation.” (Works Vol 10 p 265). 


D. The year 1929 and the turn of the peasantry towards 
collectivisation 


By the second half of 1929, however, the picture had changed dramati- 
cally, and there were present all the pre-requisites for a determined offens- 
ive against the kulaks and for them climination as a class. What were thesc 
pre-requisites? They werc: 

FIRST: the state farms and the collective farms had been developed to a 
degrec that they were able to replace kulak farming as regards marketable 
output. In 1929 the collective farms alone produced 29,100,000 centners of 
grain, of which 12,700,000 was marketable grain. Explaining why it was not 
possibic to strike at the kulaks in 1927, and why an offensive against the ku- 
laks had become a practicable reality in 1929, this is how Comrade Stalin 
characterised the changes that had taken place since 1927, which made it 
possible for the Party to undertake a real Leninist offensive against the ku- 
laks as opposed to Trotskyist declamations and phrascmongering against 
the kulaks: 


“But today? What ts the position now? Today, we have an adequate ma- 
terial base for us to stnke at the kulaks, to break their resistance, to eliminate 
them as a class, and to REPLACE their output by the output of the collective 
farms and state farms. You know that in 1929 the grain produced on the col- 
lective farms and state farms has amounted to no less than 400,000,000 poods 
(200,000,000 poods less than the gross output of the kalak farms in 1927). 
You also know that in 1929 the collective farms and state farms have supplied 
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more than 130,000,000 poods of marketable grain (i.e., more than the kulaks 
in 1927). Lastly, you know that in 1930 the gross output of the collective farms 
and state farms will amount to not less than 900,000,000 poods of grain (i.e., 
more than the gross output of the laulaks in 1927), and their output of market- 
able grain will be not less than 400,000,000 poods (%.e., incomparably more 
than the laslaks supplied in 1927). 

"That is how matters stand with us now, comrades. 


“There you have the change that has taken place in the economy of our 
country. 


"Now, @s you see, we have the material base which enables us to RE- 
PLACE the kaslak output by the output of the collective farms and state farms. 
It is for this very reason that our determined offensive against the kulaks is now 
meeting with undeniable success. 

"That is how an offensive against the katlaks must be carried on, if we mean 
a genuine and determined offensive and not mere futile declamations against 
the kulaks. 

"That is why we have recently passed from the policy of RESTRICTING 
the exploiting tendencies of the kulaks to the policy of ELIMINATING THE 
KULAKS AS A CLASS," (Works Vol 12 pp 175-6). 


SECOND, the Soviet state and industry were now in a position to help 
the collective-farm movement through credit facalities and the supply of ma- 
chines and tractors. In 1927-28, the Soviet government assigned 76,000,000 
roubles for financing collective farms; in 1928-29, 170,000,000 roubles; and 
in 1929-30, 473,000,000 roubles were assigned. In addition 65,000,000 rou- 
bles were assigned during the same period for the collectivisation fund. Pri- 
vileges were accorded to the collective farms which increased their 
rcsources by 200,000,000 roubles. For use on collective-farm fields the state 
supplied not less than 30,000 tractors with a total of 400,000 horse power, 
not taking into account the 7,000 tractors of the Tractor Centre which 
served thc collective farms, and the assistance by way of tractors rendered 
by the state farms to the collective farms. In 1929-30 the collective farms 
were granted secd loans and seed assistance to the amount of 10,000,000 
centncrs of grain (61 million poods). Lastly, the collective farms were great- 
ly helped by the direct organisational assistance given them in the sctting up 
of more than 7,000 machine and tractor stalions. 


The result of all these measurcs was a forty-fold increase in the crop 
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area of collective farms in three years, and a fifty-fold increase in the gram 
output of the collective farms (with an increase in its marketable part of 
more than forty-fold) during the same threc years, i.e., 1927-29. 

THIRD, the turn of the peasantry towards socialism, towards collectivi- 
sation. This did not arise all of a sudden in an accidental or spontaneous 
way; it had to be prepared for in a scientific manner and through hard 
struggle over a number of years, in which the Party led the people in clear- 
ing one obstacle after another from the path leading to collectivisation. 
Here is how Comrade Stalin descnbed the process of development on the 
basis of which there arose, in the latter half of 1929, the mighty mass collec- 
trve-farm movement of milhons of poor and middle peasants: 

"The awn of the peasantry towards collectivisation did not begin all at once. 
Moreover, it could not begin all at once. True, the Party proclaimed the slogan 
of collectivisation already at the Fifteenth Congress; but the proclamation of a 
slogan is not enough to cause the peasantry to umn en masse towards social- 
ism. At least one more circumstance is needed for this, namely, that the 
masses of the peasantry themselves should be convinced that the slogan pro- 
claimed is a correct one and that they should accept it as their own. Therefore, 
this turn was prepared gradually. 

“It was prepared by the whole course of our development, by the whole 
course of development of our industry and above all by the development of the 
industry that supplies machines and tractors for agriculture. It was prepared by 
the policy of resolutely fighting the kulaks and by the course of our grain pro- 
curemnents in the new forms that they assumed in 1928 and 1929, which placed 
kaulak farming under the control of the poor- and middle- peasant masses. It 
was prepared by the development of the agricultural co-operatives, which train 
the individualist peasant in collective methods. It was prepared by the network 
of collectuve farms, in which the peasantry verified the advantages of collective 
forms of farming over individual farming. Lastly, it was prepared by the net- 
work of state farms, spread over the whole of the USSR, and equipped with 
modem machines, which enabled the peasants to convince thernselves of the 
potency and superionty of modern machines. 

“It would be a mistake to regard our state farms only as sources of grain 
supplies. Actually, the state farms, with their modern machines, with the as- 
sistance they render the peasants in their vicinity, and the unprecedented scope 
of their farming, were the leading force that facilitated the turn of the peasant 
masses and brought them on to the path of collectivisation. 
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"There you have the basis on which arose that mass collective-farm move- 
ment of millions of poor and middle peasants which began in the latter half of 
1929, and which ushered in a period of great change in the life of our country." 
(Works Vol 12 pp 288-289, Report to the 16th Congress). 

From the foregoing, it is perfectly clear that the Bolshevik Party’s policy 
on collectivisation was a Leninist policy and the only correct policy. It is 
equally clear that the policy advocated by Trotskyism was fraught with the 
most dangerous and desperate adventurism, and, had this policy been put 
into practice, the result would have been certain doom. We can now say 
that the Bolshevik Party was a thousand times nght in rejecting the Trot- 
skyist demands for striking at the kulaks in 1926-7; also the Party was a 
thousand times right in 1929, having already prepared the necessary basis, in 
launching an offensive against the kulaks; the Party was perfectly justified in 
1929 im passing from the policy that had been followed hitherto of RE- 
STRICTING the exploiting tendencies of the kulaks to the policy of 
ELIMINATING THE KULAKS AS A CLASS. 


The climination of the kulaks as a class was not simply an administrative 
affair, as the Trotskyists thought; it was a matter of supreme economic im- 
portance. The class of kulaks could not be wished away with a Trotskyist 
decree. It could only be eliminated by taking concrete economic measures 
(of the type outlined carlier above) and preparing the necessary economic 
and political conditions. As Comrade Stalin says: 

"Those comrades are wrong who think that it is possible and necessary to 
put an end to the kulaks by means of administrative measures, through the 
GPU: give an order, affix a seal, and that settles it. That is an easy way, but it 
is far from being effective. The kulak must be defeated by means of economic 
measures and in conformity with Soviet law. Soviet law, however, is not a 
mere phrase. This does not, of course preclude the taking of certain adminis- 
trative measures against the lauaks. But administrative measures must not 
take the place of economic measures.° (Works Vol 10 p 319). 


What is more, the time for launching an all-out offensive against the ku- 
laks had to be nght; any mistake on this score meant playing at an offensive 
agaist the kulaks, meant risking the very existence of the dictatorship of the 
proletanat. One of the chief characteristics of Leninist leadership, of Bol- 
shevik tactics, is to choose the correct time and the proper ground for 
launching an offensive against the enemies of socialism. To put this m the 
apt language of Comrade Stalin: 
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"The art of Bolshevik policy by no means consists of firing indiscriminately 
with all your guns on all fronts, regardless of conditions of time and place, and 
regardless of whether the masses are ready to support this or that step of the 
leadership. The art of Bolshevik policy consists in being able to choose the 
time and place and to take all the circumstances into account in order to con- 
centrate fire on the front where the ma@amum results are to be attained most 
quickly." (Works Vol 11 p 55). 

When, however, the Party had already passed from the policy of restrict- 
ing the exploiting tendencies of the kulaks to the policy of eliminating the 
kulaks as a class, Trotsky, who, as we have seen, had advocated de-kulakisa- 
tion as carly as the period immediately following the 14th Congress (1926- 
7), demanded the abandonment of the Party’s policy of eliminating the 
kulaks as a class. In his Open Letter to the Members of the CPSU of 23 
March 1930, Trotsky demanded that the Party should: 

“Bring the collective farms unto line with their real sources of support’; 

"... abandon the policy of 'de-kulalasation™ 

"... hold the exploiting tendencies of the kulaks in check for a long number 
of years," and that 

“The guiding principle in relation to the kulaks must be an tron ‘contract 
system’ [under which thc kulaks were to supply the state with a certain 
quantity of thew produce at fixed prices - HBJ’. 

This is characteristic Trotskyism, Trotskyism with its truly absurd, anti- 
dialectical and reactionary content: de-kulakisation in 1926 and abandon- 
meat of the policy of de-kulakisation in 1930!! 


As if this absurdity were not cnough, Trotsky supplemented it by a new 
edition, as it were, in 1933. In 1933, when collectivisation had in the main 
already been achieved, Trotsky demanded, in the issues of his Bulletin, the 
dissolution of the state farms on the grounds that they did not pay, the dis- 
solution of the majority of the collective farms on the grounds that they were 
fictitious; and the abandonment of the policy of eliminating the kulaks. In 
the field of industry, Trotsky demanded a reversion to the policy of conces- 
sions and the leasing to concessionaires of a number of Soviet industrial en- 
terpriscs on the grounds that they did not pay. 

Comrade Stalin was perfectly justified in charactcnsing this Trotskyist 


programme as counter-revolutionary and as onc of restoration of capital- 
ism: 
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“There you have the programme of these contemptible cowards and capitu- 
lators - their counter-revolutionary programme of restoring capitalisrn in the 
USSR? (Works Vol 13 p. 370). 

This is how the ‘left’? Trotsky unmasked himself and revealed his true 
Rightness for all to see. 

Having dealt with the ‘left’ opportunist deviation, let us now turn to the 
Right opportunist deviation from the Leninist line of the Party. 


E. The right opportunist (Bukharinite) deviation 


Whereas the ‘left’ (Trotskyist) opportunists overestimated the strength 
of capitalism, did not believe in the possibility of the USSR successfully 
building socialism by its own efforts - without the aid of victorious revol- 
ution in Western Europe, and did not, therefore, favour even the idea of an 
alliance with the basic mass of the peasantry, the right (Bukharinite) oppor- 
tunists went to the other extreme, im that they underestimated the strength 
of capitalism, declared themselves in favour of any kind of alliance with the 
entire peasantry, including the kulaks, and, disregarding the mechanics of 
class struggle under the conditions of the dictatorship of the proletariat, 
proclaimed that the kulaks will automatically ‘grow into Socialism" 
(Bukharin, The Path to Socialism (quoted in Stalin, Collected Works Vol.12 
p.41)). Bukharin’s group maintained that with the advance of socialism and 
the development of socialist forms of economy, the class struggle would sub- 
side. This mght opportunist theory advocated by Bukharin’s group 
presented a most serious danger to the dictatorship of the proletariat. Its 
harm lay " ... in the fact that it lulls the worlang class to sleep, undermines the 
mobilised preparedness of the revolutionary forces of our country, demobilises 
the worlang class and facilitates the attack of the capitalist elernents against the 
Soviet government.” (Stalin, Works Vol 12 p. 41). 


And so it did. By the beginning of 1928 the kulaks, realising that the 
NEP, far from leading to the restoration of capitalism in the USSR as they 
had expected and hoped for, was, on the contrary, leading to the weakening 
and rout of capitalist elements in the countryside and to the consolidation of 
socialism, began organised resistance to the Soviet regime. From 1928 this 
resistance assumed most acute forms. The resistancé of the kulaks was 
most cloquent proof of (a) the fact that the socialist offensive against the 
capitalist elements was proceeding full steam ahead and according to plan; 
that the kulaks were, therefore, feeling the pinch, and had cither to decide 
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to resist desperately or to retire from the scene voluntarily, and (b) the fact 
that the capitalist elements had no desire to depart from the scene voluntar- 
ily. Comrade Stalin, countering Bukharin’s right opportunist fairy tales re- 
garding the subsidmg of the class strugple, expressed himself m the 
following never-to-be-forgotten words: 

"It must not be tmagined that the socialist forms will develop, squeezing out 
the enemies of the workang class, while our enemies retreat in silence and make 
way for our advance, that then we shail again advance and they will again re- 
treat until ‘unexpectedly’ all the social groups without exception, both kadlaks 
and poor peasants, both workers and capitalists, find themselves ‘suddenly’ 
and ’imperceptibly’, without struggle or commotion, in the lap of a socialist so- 
ciety. Such fairy tales do not and cannot happen in general, and in the condi- 
tions of the dictatorship of the proletariat in particular. 

“It never has been and never will be the case that the working class could 
advance towards socialism in a class society without struggle or commotion. 
On the contrary, the advance towards socialism cannot but cause the exploit- 
ing elements to resist the advance, and the resistance of the exploiters cannot 
but lead to the inevitable sharpening of the class struggle. 


“That is why the worlang class must not be lulled with talk about the class 
struggle playing a secondary role.” (Works Vol 11 p. 180). 

Notwithstanding Bukharin’s silly little fables regarding the subsiding of 
the class struggle and the miracle of kulaks “growing into socialism’, the ku- 
laks began serious organised resistance to the Soviet government. Who but 
Bukharin and his group should come up in the Party to defend the kulak in- 
terests? The Bukharinites represented the decay of kulak farming as a 
decay of agriculture in the USSR. They demanded the slowing down of the 
rate of industnal development, relaxation of the monopoly of foreign trade, 
relegation of collectivisation to the background, and all-round concessions 
to the capitalist elements. 


The first serious attack from the kulaks came at the time of the grain 
procurement crisis of January 1928. The kulaks refused to sell grain to the 
Soviet state; the Soviet government found itself with a grain deficit of 130 
million poods. In the absence of any reserves, the Soviet government could 
not but resort to emergency measures, such as the application of Article 107 
of the Criminal Code, which had the effect, in the case of the kulaks refus- 
ing to sell grain, of their grain being confiscated. The application of emer- 
gency measures, which, despite individual distortions here and there, were a 
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great success and had the desired effect of procuring from the kulaks the 
necessary supplies of gram required by the state, enraged the Bukharinites. 
Under the guise of combating ’excesses’, the Bukharinites were in fact en- 
gaged in combating the Party’s correct policy and in the defence of the ku- 
laks. Here ts how Comrade Stalin exposed this fraudulent opportunist trick 
of the Bukharinites: 

"The most fashionable word just now among Bukharin’s group is the word 
‘excesses’ in grain procurements. That word is the most current commodity 
among thern, since it helps them to mask their opportunist line. When they 
want to mask their own line they usually say: We, of course, are not opposed to 
pressure being brought to bear upon the kulak, but we are opposed to the ex- 
cesses which are being committed in this sphere and which hurt the middle 
peasant. They then go on to relate stories of the "horrors’ of these excesses; 
they read letters from ‘peasants’, panic-stricken letters from comrades, such as 
Markov, and then draw the conclusion: the policy of bringing pressure to bear 
upon the lalaks must be abandoned. 

“How do you like that? BECAUSE excesses are committed in carrying out 
a correct policy, THAT CORRECT POLICY, it seerns, MUST BE ABAN- 
DONED. That is the usual trick of the opportunist: on the pretext that excesses 
are committed in carrying out a correct line, abolish that line and replace it by 
an opportunist line. Moreover, the supporters of Bukharin’s group very care- 
fully hush up the fact that there is another kind of excesses, more dangerous 
and more harmful - namely, excesses in the direction of merging with the 
haulak, in the direction of adaptation to the well-to-do strata of the rural popu- 
lation, in the direction of abandoning the revolutionary policy of the Party for 
the opportunist policy of the Right deviators. 

“Of course, we are all opposed to those excesses. None of us wants the 
blows directed against the lailaks to hurt the middle peasants. That is obvious, 
and there can be no doubt about ut. But we are most emphatically opposed to 
the chatter about excesses, in which Bukharin’s group so zealously indulges, 
being used to scuttle the revolutionary policy of our Party and replace it by the 
opportunist policy of Bukharin’s group. No, that trick of theirs won’t work. 

"Point out at least one political measure taken by the Party that has not 
been accompanied by excesses of one kand or another. The conclusion to be 
drawn from this is that we must combat excesses. But can one ON THESE 
GROUNDS decry the line itself, which is the only correct line? 

“Take a measure like the introduction of the seven-hour day. There can be 
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no doubt that this is one of the most revolutionary measures carried out by our 
Party in the recent period. Who does not know that this measure, which by its 
nature is a profoundly revolutionary one, is frequently accompanied by ex- 
cesses, sometimes of a most objectionable land? Does that mean that we 
ought to abandon the policy of introducing the seven-hour day? 

“Do the supporters of the Bukharin opposition understand what a mess 
they are getting into in playing up the excesses committed during the grain pro- 
curernent campaign?” (Works Vol 12 pp. 96-97). 

In defence of the kulak interests Bukhann’s group went as far as accus- 
ing the Party of pursuing a policy of military-feudal exploitation towards the 
peasantry. It scarcely needs proof that Bukharin’s group borrowed this 
weapon against the Party from the arsenal of the counter-revolutionary 

"In the history of our Party I cannot recall any other instance of the Party 
being accused of pursuing a policy of military-feudal exploitation. That wea- 
pon against the Party was not borrowed from the arsenal of Marxists. Where, 
then, was it borrowed from? From the arsenal of Milyukov, the leader of the 
Cadets. When the Cadets wish to sow dissension between the worlang class 
and the peasantry, they usually say: You, Messieurs the Bolsheviks, are build- 
ing socialism on the corpses of the peasants. When Bukharin raises an outcry 
about the ‘tribute’, he is singing to the tune of Messieurs the Milyukovs, and is 
following in the wake of the enemies of the people.” (Vol 12 p. 59). 

Bukharin’s group was opposed to the fight against the kulaks; it was in 
favour of an alliance of the working class with the ENTIRE peasantry, in- 
cluding the kulaks. The Party, however, was most emphatically opposed to 
such an alliance. 


"No, comrades, such an alliance we do not advocate, and cannot advo- 
cate. Under the dictatorship of the proletariat, when the power of the worlang 
class is firmly established, the alliance of the working class with the peasantry 
means reliance on the poor peasants, alliance with the middle peasants, and a 
fight against the kulaks. Whoever thinks that under our conditions alliance 
with the peasantry means alliance with the laslaks has nothing in common with 
Leninism. Whoever thinks of conducting a policy in the countryside that will 
please everyone, nich and poor alike, is not a Manast, but a fool, because such 
a policy does not east in nature, comrades. (Laughter and applause). Our 
policy is a class policy." (Stalin, Works Vol 11 p. 52). 

Leninism certainly stands for a stable alliance with the main mass of the 
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peasantry, but, according to Leninism, the whole purpose of the alliance of 
the working class with the basic mass of the peasantry is to ensure the lead- 
ing role of the working class, to consolidate the dictatorship of the proleta- 
riat, and to create the necessary conditions - material and spiritual 
(cultural) - which facilitate the abolition of classes. In brief, Leninism stand 
for a stable alliance with the main mass of the peasantry (kulaks EX- 
CLUDED), with the ultimate aim of abolishing classes. Leninism does not 
stand for just any kind of alliance. Here is how Comrade Lenin expressed 
himself on this subject: 

"Agreement between the worlang class and the peasantry may be taken to 
mean anything. If we do not bear in mind that, from the point of view of the 
worlang class, agreement is permissible, correct and possible in principle only 
if it supports the dictatorship of the working class and is one of the measures 
aimed at the abolition of classes, then the formula of agreernent between the 
working class and the peasantry remains, of course, a formula to which all the 
enemies of the Soviet regime and all the enemies of the dictatorship subscribe." 


And further: 

“At present," says Lenin, "the proletariat holds power and guides the state. 
It guides the peasantry. What does guiding the peasantry mean? It means, in 
the first place, pursuing a course towards the abolition of classes, and not to- 
wards the small producer. If we wandered away from this radical and main 
course we should cease to be Socialists and should find ourselves in the camp 
of the petty bourgeoisie, in the camp of the Socialist-Revolutionaries and Men- 
sheviks, who are now the most bitter enemies of the proletariat." 

The alliance with the peasantry advocated by Bukharin, however, meant 
an alliance not only with the middle peasantry but also with the kulaks. It 
scarcely needs proof that such an alliance, far from securing the leading role 
of the proletariat, strengthening the dictatorship of the proletariat, and fa- 
cilitating the abolition of classes, would have led to the negation of the lead- 
ing role of the proletariat, the weakening of its dictatorship, and the 
perpetuation of classes, for only an alliance with the middle peasantry, 
which is at the same time an alliance against the kulaks can pave the way in 
the direction of the abolition of classes. Classes can only be abolished 
through class struggle against the exploiters - against the kulaks and other 
capitalist elements - and not through alliance with them. 

It scarcely needs proof that Bukharin’s nght opportunist group with its 
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opportunist policies had to be defeated. Without its defeat there would 
have been a sure restoration of capitalism in the USSR in the early 1930s. It 
must be said to the credit, glory and honour of the Bolshevik Party and its 
leader at the time, Comrade Stalin, that the nght opportunists of Bukharin’s 
group were just as assuredly routed as those of the ‘left’ opportunist Trot- 
sky-Zinoviev group. The defeated groups joined forces subsequently (just 
as they had done previously) m opposition to the Party, thus demonstrating 
their anti-Leninist and right-reactionary essence. There was no difference 
between the two except of form of platform. The truth remains that the 
programme of the ’lefts’ led just as much as that of the rights in the direc- 
tion of the restoration of capitalism. It is in this sense, and because of this, 
that Marxist-Leninists have always maintained that ‘lefts’ too are in fact 
rights. Here is how Comrade Stalin characterised the right (Bukharinite) 
and ’left’ (Trotskyite) opportunists, bringing out what was common to both, 
namely, their respective platforms for the restoration of capitalism, albeit 
through different routes:- 

"Where does the danger of the RIGHT, frankly opportunist, deviation in 
our Party lie? In the fact that it UNDERESTIMATES the strength of our 
enemies, the strength of capitalism: it does not see the danger of the restoration 
of capitalism; it does not understand the mechanism of the class struggle under 
the dictatorship of the proletariat and therefore so readily agrees to make con- 
cessions to capitalism, demanding a slowing down of the rate of development 
of our industry, dernanding concessions for the capitalist elernents in town and 
country, demanding that the question of collective farms and state farms be 
relegated to the background, dernanding that the monopoly of foreign trade be 
relaxed, etc., etc. 

"There is no doubt that the triumph of the Right deviation in our Party 
would unleash the forces of capitalism, undermine the revolutionary positions 
of the proletariat and increase the chances of the restoration of capitalism in 
our country. 

"Where does the danger of the "LEFT”’ (Trotskyist) deviation in our Party 
lie? In the fact that it OVERESTIMATES the strength of our enemies, the 
strength of capitalism; it sees only the possibility of the restoration of capital- 
ism, but cannot see the possibility of building socialism by the efforts of our 
country; it gives way to despair and ts obliged to console itself with chatter 
about Thermidor tendencies in our Party. 

“From the wards of Lenin that ’as long as we live in a small-peasant 
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country, there is a surer economic basis for capitalism in Russia than for com- 
munism’, the ‘left’ deviation draws the false conclusion that it is impossible to 
build socialisrn in the USSR at all; that we cannot get anywhere with the peas- 
antry; that the idea of an alliance between the working class and the peasantry 
is an obsolete idea; that unless a victorious revolution in the West comes to our 
aid the dictatorship of the proletariat in the USSR must fall or degenerate; that 
unless we adopt the fantastic plan of super-industrialisation, even at the cost of 
a split with the peasantry, the cause of socialisrn in the USSR must be regarded 
as doomed. 

“Hence the adventurism in the policy of the ‘Left’ deviation. Hence its 
‘superhuman’ leaps in the sphere of policy. 

"There is no doubt that the triumph of the ’Left’ deviation in our Party 
would lead to the working class being separated from the rest of the workang- 
class masses, and, consequently, to the defeat of the proletariat and to facilitat- 
ing conditions for the restoration of capitalism. 

"You see, therefore, that both these dangers, the ’Left’ and the Right, both 
these deviations from the Leninist line, the Right and the 'Left’, lead to the 
sarne result, although from different directions." (CW Vol 11 pp. 240-1). 

The only difference ts that the ‘Lefts’ (Trotskyites) use ultra- ‘left’ 
phrases, which incidentally explains 

*... Why the 'Lefts’ sometimes succeed in luring a part of the workers over to 
their side with the help of high-sounding 'Left’ phrases and by posing as the 
most determined opponents of the Rights, although all the world knows that 
they, the Lefts’, have the sare social roots as the Rights, and that they not in- 
frequently join in an agreement, a bloc, with the Rights in order to fight the Le- 
ninist line." (Stalin, Works Vol 11 p. 291). 

Before proceeding further, it may be said in passing that most of the 
criticisms levelled by the ordinary bourgeois at the Bolshevik Party's Lenin- 
ist line on collectivisation are based on the platforms and line of argumenta- 
tion of the bourgeois socialists within the Bolshevik Party, namely, the ’left’ 
(Trotskyist) opportunists and the right (Bukharinite) deviators. Nor could 
it be otherwise, for the platforms of the ’left’ and night opportunists were 
platforms of capitalist restoration, albeit m a disguised form and couched in 
even Marxian terminology. Hence the concurrence in the views of the ordi- 
nary bourgeois on the one hand, and ’socialist’? opportunists such as the 
Trotskyists and Bukharinites on the other hand; hence the sympathy of the 
ordinary bourgeois for the representative of the interests of his class (the 
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bourgeois class) in the communist movement, namely, the socialist oppor- 
tunist; hence the anti-Stalinism and pro-Trotskyism of the ordinary bour- 
geois. The bourgeois does not mind what terminology is used;' he does not 
object to the use of even Marnan terminology as long as it is used in the 
defence and preservation of capitalism rather than for its revolutionary 
overthrow. In fact under certain circumstances the only way to serve capi- 
talism is through the use of Marxian phrases, for only such phrases can de- 
ceive the workers. How could the Trotskyists, for example, openly demand 
the restoration of capitalism in the USSR when the working class was m 
power? They would have only to utter one sentence openly to be flung out 
of every workers’ organisation, let alone the vanguard Party of the proleta- 
riat, and to be completely despised by every class-conscious worker. So 
they were obliged to present thei programmes for capitalist restoration in 
the name of the working class and of Marxism. Herein lies their service to 
the bourgeoisie; and herein also hes their treachery to the working-class and 
communist movement. 


F. The use of force and collectivisation 


There is one more question which we wish to comment on, namely, that 
of the use of force in collectivisation. The bourgeots ideologists have le- 
velled the allegation that collectivisation in the USSR was a forcible collecti- 
visation - against the will of the majority of the peasantry. This allegation 
has acquired, through sheer repetition and ignorance, the force of a public 
prejudice, and, it must be admitted with great shame, it ts believed not only 
by ordinary people but also by some people who call themselves Marust- 
Leninists. In view of this it is natural that we should wish to say a few words 
on this question. Only incorrigible bureaucrats - of the ordinary bourgeois 
as well as Trotskyist type - can believe that collectivisation in the Soviet 
Union was, or could have been, achieved by force; only people who regard 
collectivisation as an administrative bureaucratic affair, rather than as an 
economic measure of the greatest importance, can regard collectivisation m 
this light. If collectivisation could be achieved by a ’Sergeant Prishibeyev’ 
armed with a Trotskyist departmental decree to collectivise, then indeed 
there would be every reason to collectivise not in 1929, but in 1926 (as de- 
manded by Trotsky and Zinoviev) and even much earlier, Le., during 
Lenin’s lifetime. In that case we would be obliged to admit that the Trot- 
skyists were right in demanding collectivisation in 1926 whereas the Lenin- 
ists were wrong in rejecting this demand.  Trotskyists demanded 
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collectivisation in 1926 precisely because it is they who, in keeping with the 
worst bourgeois bureaucratic traditions, believed (and still do) that collecti- 
visation could be attained with a scrap of paper and the Prussian sergeant’s 
stick. If the Party had been foolish enough to regard collectivisation in this 
light and put these methods into effect, the result would have been, as ex- 
plained above, a “hostile collision" between the working class, which was m 
power, and the basic mass of the peasantry, without allying with which the 
working class could not hope to stay m power for long; the effect would 
have been a civil war and certain doom for the dictatorship of the proleta- 
riat. 


The Party, however, regarded collectivisation as an economic measure 
which could not be achieved without creating the necessary economic pre- 
requisites. And to repeat, these pre-requisites were: 

(a) the development of industry to such a degree that it could supply ag- 
nicalture with tractors, machines and technical know- how, 

(b) the ability of the state to grant credit and other financial facilities 
and assistance; 

(c) the development of collective and state farms to the pomt where 
they could replace kulak production; 

(d) the lead given by advanced workers (in the form of workers’ bri- 
gades and worker propagandists) to the Soviet peasantry in the matter of 
development of collective farming; 

(c) the carrying out by the Party of Lenin’s policy of educating the 
masses through implanting a cooperative communal life among them 
through the medium of supply and marketing cooperatives, and producers’ 
cooperatives. 

All the above measures could not but strengthen the bond between the 
working class and the peasantry, without which all attempts at collectivisa- 
tion would have ended like the March on Warsaw’, without which collecti- 
visation would have lost its voluntary character, which in turn would have 
sounded the death-knell for collectivisation. Successes in collectivisation 
were achieved precisely because of the voluntary nature of collectivisation. 
The moment compulsion came on the scene (on which more will be said 
later) collective farms began to melt away and a section of the peasants who, 
to quote Stalin, “only yesterday had the greatest confidence in the collective 
farms, began to turn away from them" (Reply to Collective Farm Comrades). 


466 TROTSKYISM OR LENINISM? Part VI 


9 


In fact, the movement in favour of collectivisation had been taken up so 
enthusiastically by the overwhelming majority of the peasantry, and it had 
gathered such momentum, that by the end of 1929 it was evident that any 
dissatisfaction there was among the main mass of the peasantry "was not be- 
cause of the collective-farm policy of the Soviet government, but because the 
Soviet government is unable to keep pace with the growth of the collective-farm 
movernent as regards supplying the peasants with machines and tractors.” 
(Stalin, Works Vol 12 p. 137). 

Though the collective-farm movement on the whole was of a voluntary 
character, this by no means implies that there were no distortions of the 
Party’s policy in individual cases by over-zealous Party functionaries and all 
sorts of ‘left’ distorters. These distortions were of the following nature: 

(a) Violation of the principle regarding the voluntary character of the 
collective-farm movement, a violation which had the effect of causing col- 
lective farms to melt away. Had this violation not been removed, had this 
distortion not been corrected, there would have been no successes in collec- 
tivisation in the USSR. This only goes to show how much in the wrong are 
the bourgeois critics in their assertion that collectivisation in the USSR was 
forcibly obtained. Just the contrary. 

(b) Violation of the prinaple which demanded taking into account the 
diversity of conditions m the USSR. (The USSR had been divided mto 
three groups of districts which had fixed for cach of them approximate 
dates for the completion, in the main, of collectivisation). 


(c) Violation of the rule which defined the ARTEL FORM of the col- 
lective-farm movement as the MAIN LINK IN THE COLLECTIVE- 
FARM SYSTEM at that time. Attempts were made to skip the agricultural 
artel stage and pass over straight to the commune stage. 


Each of these three distortions took place in violation of the decision of 
the Political Bureau of the Central Committee adopted on 5 January 1930 
under the title The rate of collectivisation and state measures to assist collec- 
tive-farm development. It scarcely needs saying that these violations were 
much to the distaste and dislike of the Political Bureau, the Central Com- 
mittee and Stalin. Consequently it was the Central Committee and Stalin 
themselves who took steps to correct these distortions of the Party's policy 
the moment they appeared on the surface. One has only to read Comrade 
Stalin’s articles Dizzy with success (2 March 1930) and Reply to collective 
farm comrades (25 April 1930) to be convinced of this - notwithstanding 
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Trotskyist and other bourgeois assertions to the contrary. Here for example 
is what Comrade Stalin wrote in connection with, and in condemnation of, 
these bureaucratic distortions of the Party’s policy on collectivisation: 

"What can there be in common between this Sergeant Prishibeyev ‘policy’ 
and the Party's policy of relying on the voluntary principle and of taking local 
peculiarities into account in collective-farm development? Clearly, there is not 
and cannot be anything in common between them." (Dizzy with success). 

And further: "Who benefits by these distortions, this bureaucratic decreeing 
of the collective-farm movernent, these unworthy threats against the peasants? 
Nobody, except our enernies! (ibid.) 

And further still: “Collective farms must not be established by force. That 
would be foolish and reactionary.” (ibid.) 

Stalin denounced attempts to replace preparatory work for the organisa- 
tion of collective farms by "bureaucratic decreeing of the collective-farm 
movernent, paper resolutions on the growth of collective farms, organisations 
of collective farms on paper- collective farms which have as yet no reality, but 
whose ‘existence’ is proclairned in a heap of boastful resotutions." (ibid). 

But just because there took place some local distortions - distortions 
which were swiftly eliminated by the Party - does this mean then that the 
Party’s line on collectivisation was wrong? No, it certainly does not mean 
that. Never has a correct policy been put into effect without it being at- 
tended by some distortions. Only opportunist tricksters can demand the 
abandonment of a correct policy just because some distortions of it have 
been committed in the course of carrying it out. The correct conclusion to 
be drawn from distortions is that we must combat them, we must root them 
out, not that we must abandon the correct policy. Once again it must be af- 
firmed that the Party’s policy on collectivisation was a Leninist and a correct 
policy; it was a policy based on the correct Lenimist formula: ’Rely on the 
poor peasant, build a stable alliance with the middle peasant, never for a 
moment cease fighting against the kulaks’. Only by applying this formula 
could the main mass of the peasantry be drawn, as indeed they were, into 
the channel of socialist construction. The Party’s policy carried the day be- 
cause it waged a consistent and principled struggle against the ‘left’ (Trot- 
skyist) and against the mght (Bukharinite) deviations, because the Party 
waged a ruthless struggle against those who tried to run ahead (Trotskyists) 
as well as those who dragged their feet (Bukharinites). Herein lies the se- 
cret of the success of the Party’s policy on collectivisation as on other issues. 
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Barring a few distortions of the type mentioned, collectivisation was 
achieved through the active cooperation and enthusiasm of the basic mass 
of the peasantry. This, however, does not mean that the state of the working 
class made no use of revolutionary violence against the kulaks and exploi- 
ters who were engaged in the use of counter-revolutionary violence, and 
who resorted to terrorism and murder of government and party function- 
aries in their desperate attempts to halt the advance of socialism. Can we 
reproach the Soviet state for having used revolutionary violence to counter 
the reactionary violence of the kulaks and other capitalist elements? Would 
we not, on the contrary, have greater justification in reproaching it if it had 
failed to perform this, one of its chief revolutionary tasks? What can there 
be wrong in the use of revolutionary violence against our class enemy, the 
kulaks? That it should evoke comical howls from the Trotskyists, revision- 
ists and social-democrats only provides further proof of the fact that they 
are agents of the bourgeoisie in the ranks of the working-class movement. 
Here, for example, ts what Engels wrote on the subject under consideration, 
namely, the use of revolutionary violence by the victorious revolutionary 
Party against the reactionaries: 

" ... if the victorious party [in a revolution] does not want to have fought in 
vain, it must maintain this rule by means of the terror which its arms inspire in 
the reactionaries. Would the Paris Commune have lasted a single day if it had 
not made use of this authority of the armed people against the bourgeoisie? 
Should we not on the contrary reproach it for not having used it freely 
enough?" (Engels, On Authority, cited by Lenin in State and Revolution, 
p.74). Have these gentlemen (the Trotskyists and other bourgeois social- 
ists), these anti-Stalinists (who must therefore also be anti-Leninists, for 
Stalin was only a most faithful pupil of Lenin’s), pondered over the depth of 
meaning in the above-quoted remarks of a revolutionary genius - remarks 
whose every word ts full of the most profound meaning? 
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G. Successes of collectivisation 


When collectivisation was begun by the Party, it met with a hostile re- 
ception not only from the kulaks and the bourgcossie all over the world, but 
also from the opportunist elements in the Party: it met with criticism from 
men of ’science’; all these elements claimed that the money spent on the 
state farms and collective farms was money ’thrown away’. As it was, how- 
ever, the subsequent successes of the Party’s collectivisation policy showed 
that "the people who ridiculed the decisions of the Political Bureau of the Cen- 
tral Committee [concerning the organisation of state- and collective-farms in 
preparation for a full-scale offensive against the kulaks] fiercely ridiculed 
thernselves" (Stalin). 

Already by February 1930, 50% of the peasant farms had been collecti- 
vised, thus overfulfilling the five-year plan of collectivisation by 100%. 

In the course of about three years, between 1929 and 1931, the Party suc- 
ceeded in organising 200,000 collective farms and about 5,000 state farms 
devoted to the growing of grain and the raising of livestock. In the course of 
four years the Party succeeded at the same time in expanding the crop area 
by 21,000,000 hectares. 


By the end of the first five-year plan, the Party had succeeded in getting 
more than 60% of the peasant farms to unite into collective farms, covering 
more than 70% of the total land cultivated by the peasants - thus fulfilling 
the five-year plan three times over (see Tables 1 and 2). 


By the end of the first five-year plan the Party had also succeeded in 
making possible the procurement of 1,200 million to 1,400 million poods of 
marketable grain annually compared with the 500 million to 600 million 
poods that were proured in the period of the predominance of individual 


peasant farming (see Tables). 


Table 1 Progress in Coellectivisatien 
1929 1930 1931 1932 1933 193% 1938 


Percentage of households collectivised 39 26 $27 615 650 T1A 935 
(@ proportion to the tote! sumber of households) 
Percentage of sown area collectivised 49 336 8714 993 


(in proportion to the total sown area) 
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Tedie 2 Areas under Grain Crops according to seciors 


Sectors 1929 1930 1931 1932 1933 1938 Percentage of 
(in milion bectares) total area in 1933 
1. State farms 15 29 81 93 10.8 10.6 
2 Collective farms 34 29.7 610 69.1 750 920 T3.9 
3. Individual peasant farms 91.1 692 353 213 = 15.7 046 155 
Total grain crop 96.0 1018 1044.4 99.7 1015 100.0 
im the USSR 


{By the time of the 171th Party Cougress in January 1934, state farms and collective farms 
together controlled 34.59% of the total] arce ender grain im the USSR, thus becoming a force 
determining the fate of the whole of agriculture in al] of its branches in the USSR: whereas 
all the individual peasant farms thai stil] remained, representing 35% of the entire peasant 
population, controlled only 15.5% of the area under grain crops. } 


The Party’s policy on collectivisation was successful in routing the kulaks 
as a class, in emancipating the labouring peasantry from kulak exploitation 
and bondage, and in providing the Soviet regime with a firm economic basis 
in the countryside, the basis of large-scale collective farming. 

“The Party succeeded in converting the USSR from a country of small- 
peasant farming into a country of the largest-scale agriculture in the world." 
(Stalin, Works Vol 13, p. 194). 

These successes achieved by the Party were recognised cven by some 
capitalists and reformists, i.c., those who were in the least honest and ca- 
pable of recognising the truth. Here, for example, is what the British capi- 
talist, Mr Gibson Jarvis, the President of the United Dominion Trust, wrote 
in October 1932: 

"Now I want it clearly understood that I am neither a Communist nor a 
Bolshevik. I am definitely a capitalist and an individualist ... Russia is forging 
ahead while all too many of our factories and shipyards lie idle and approw- 
mately 3,000,000 of our people desperately seek work. Jokes have been made 
about the five-year plan, and its failure has been predicted. You can take it as 
beyond question, that under the five-year plan much more has been accom- 
plished than was ever really anticipated ... In all these industrial towns which I 
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visited, a new city is growing up, a city on a definite plan with wide streets in the 
process of being beautified by trees and grass plots, houses of the most modern 
type, schools, hospitals, workers’ clubs and the inevitable creche or nursery, 
where the children of working mothers are cared for ... Don’t underrate the 
Russians or their plans, and don't make the mistake of believing that the Soviet 
Government must crash. ... Russia today is a country with a soul and an 
ideal. Russia is a country of amazing activity. I believe that the Russian objec- 
Give is sound ... And perhaps most important of all, all these youngsters and 
these workers in Russia have one thing which is too sadly lacking in the capi- 
talist countries today, and that is - hope! The guiding landmark on the Soviet 
countryside is no longer the dome of a church but the grain elevator and the 
silo. Collectives are building piggeries, barns, and houses. Electricity is pene- 
rating the village, and radio and newspapers have conquered it. Workers are 
learning to operate the world’s most modern machines; peasant boys make 
and use agricultural machinery bigger and more complicated than ever Ameri- 
ca has seen. Russia is becoming 'machine-minded’, Russia is passing quickly 
from the age of wood into an age of iron, steel, concrete and motors." (Nov 
1932, from the US bourgeois magazine The Nation, quoted in Stalin, Works 
Vol 13 pp. 169-170). 

Now the opinion of a reformist. The following is the opinion expressed 
in September 1932 by a British ’Left’-reformist magazine, Forward: 

“Nobody can fail to notice the enormous amount of building work that is 
going on. New factories, new picture-houses, new schools, new clubs, new big 
blocks of tenements, everywhere new buildings, many completed, others with 
scaffolding.. It is difficult to convey to the mind of the British reader exactly 
what has been done, and what is being done. It has to be seen to be believed. 
Our own wartime efforts are flea-bites to what has been done in Russia. 
Amencans admit that even in the greatest rush days in the West there could 
have been nothing like the feverish building activity that is going on in Russia 
today. One sees so many changes in the Russian scene after two years that one 
gives up tying to imagine what Russia will be like in another ten years ... So 
dismniss from your heads the fantastic scare stories of the British press that lies 
so persistently, so contemptibly about Russia, and all the half truths and mis- 
conceptions that are circulated by the dilettante intelligentsia that look at Rus- 
sia patronisingly through middle- class spectacles without having the slightest 
understanding of what is going on ... Russia is building up a new society on 
what are, generally speaking fundamentally sound lines. To do this it is taking 
risks, it is working enthusiastically with an energy that has never been seen in 
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the world before, it has tremendous difficulties inseparable from this atternpt to 
build up socialism in a vast, undeveloped county isolated from the rest of the 
world. But the wunpression I have, after seeing it again after two years, is that of 
a nation making solid progress, planning, creating, constructing in a way that is 
strilang challenge to the hostile capitalist worid." 

The above quotations only go to show that the Trotskyists and other ’so- 
cialists’ who attack collectivisation and the building of socialism in the 
USSR, who refuse to recognise the achievements of socialism attained then, 
are m fact worse than honest reformists and honest and candid capitalists 
such as Mr Jarvis. They only go to show that the Trotskyists and other bour- 
geois socialists and critics of collectivisation are “diehards" who “belong to 
the species of medieval fossils to whom facts mean nothing, and who will per- 
sist in their opinions ..° no matter how successful the collectivisation plan 
was. 

Such were the successes of socialist construction (socialist industrialisa- 
tion and collectivisation), and the consequent improvement im the material 
and cultural conditions of the workers and peasants, that Stalim was able to 
say at the Sixteenth Party Congress: 

*... all this creates conditions of work and life for the worlang class that en- 
able us to rear a new generation of workers who are healthy and vigorous, who 
are capable of raising the might of the Soviet country to the proper level, and of 
protecting it with their lives from the attacks by its enemies." (Works Vol 12 p. 
307). 

Doubtless the material conditions of workers had improved beyond rec- 
ognition. Yet, as could be expected, the bourgeois dichards (Trotskyists 
and suchlike socialists’ included), these "medieval fossils", contmued, and 
still continue, to deny that any improvement had taken place m the material 
and cultural conditions of the workers and peasants. As Stalin put it: 

"The only ones who can have any doubts on this score {i.c., that the ma- 
terial and cultural conditions of the people were improving rapidly] are the 
sworn enemies of the Soviet regime, or perhaps, certain representatives of the 
bourgeois press, who hardly know any more about the economy of nations and 
the condition of the worlang people than, say, the Emperor of Abyssinia knows 
about higher mathematics." (Works Vol 13 p. 204). 

In view of what has been stated above, and by way of a summary, it may 
be said that the Party’s policy on collectivisation achieved the followmg his- 
toric successes: 


Chapter 18 COLLECTIVISATION 473 


(a) it helped the mass of poor peasants to join the collective farms, thus 
raising them to the level of middle peasants and putting a stop to their ma- 
terial insecurity and starvation (not less than 20 million peasants were res- 
cued from destitution and ruin); 

(b) it put a stop to the differentiation of the peasantry into poor peas- 
antry and kulaks (in 1928 the differentiation among the peasantry was grow- 
ing, but collectivisation put an end to differentiation); 

(c) s el:minated the class of kulaks, and the socialist economic system 
became predominant in agriculture; 

(d) it created the basis, through mechanised large-scale collective farm- 
ing, for the remoulding of the peasantry in the spirit of collectivism - of so- 
cialism e 

(ec) it put an end to small-scale farming (which engenders capitalism) 
thus reducing the danger of capitalist restoration; 

(f) it further consolidated the working-class leadership of the peasantry, 
thus strengthening the dictatorship of the proletariat; 

(g) it made possible the satisfaction of the large food grain procure- 
ments of the Sovict state (for only large-scale socialist farming could pro- 
duce these large marketable surpluses) thus securing the working class in 
the towns and the Red Army against the spectre of famine and starvation; 

(h) it transformed the USSR from being an agrarian country with small- 
peasant production into an industrial country with large- scale socialist in- 
dustry and large-scale socialist agriculture; and finally 

(i) it generally put an end to the poverty and misery of millions of 
people in the countryside who now enjoyed material conditions hitherto un- 
known. 

It was not without justification that im his Report to the Seventeenth 
Party Congress (January 1934), Comrade Stalin, revicwing the period since 
the Sixteenth Congress (June 1930) and underlining the changes that had 
since taken place, was able to say the following: 

“During this period, the USSR has become radically transformed and has 
cast off the integument of backwardness and medievalism. From a country of 
small individual agriculture it has become a country of collective, large-scale 
mechanised agriculture. Frorn an ignorant, illiterate and uncultured country it 
has become - or rather is becoming - a literate and cultured country covered by 
a vast network of higher, intermediate and elementary schools teaching in the 
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languages of the nationalities of the USSR." (Report to the 17th Party Con- 
gress). 

All in all the successes of the USSR im the fheld of socialist collectivisa- 
tion (as well as socialist industnalisation) shattered once and for all the 
counter-revolutionary social- democratic-Trotskyist thesis that it is im- 
possible to build socialism m one country taken separately; they smashed to 
smithereens the bourgeois-Trotskyist thesis that the peasantry ts counter- 
revolutionary by nature, that its mission was to restore capitalism in the 
USSR, and that, therefore, it could not be a stable ally of the working class 
in socialist construction. The successes of the USSR are cloquent proof of 
the correctness of Leninism, of the fact that socialism can be successfully 
built in a single country taken separately, of the revolutionary character of 
the basic mass of the peasantry, and of the fact that the latter can be suc- 
cessfully mobilised in building a Soviet, socialist system of economy. 

After all that has been said above, is it possible for anyone, who, need- 
less to say, docs not belong to a species of medicval fossil to whom facts 
mean nothing, to doubt the correctness of the policy of the Bolshevik Party 
during the period under consideration? No, it is impossible to doubt its 
correctness. By what ts the correctness of the Party’s gencral line proved? 

"This is proved by our successes and achievernents on the front of socialist 
construction. It was not and cannot be the case that the decisive victory won 
by the Party on the front of socialist construction in town and country during 
the past period was the result of an incorrect policy. Only a correct general line 
could give us such a victory. 

“It ts proved by the frenzied howl against our Party’s policy raised lately by 
our class enemies, the capitalists and their press, the Pope and bishops of all 
kinds, the Social-Dernocrats and the 'Russian’ Mensheviks of the Abramovich 
and Dan type. The capitalists and their lackeys are abusing our Party - that is 
a sign that our Party’s general line is correct. [Applause}. 

“It ts proved by the fate of Trotskyismn, with which everybody is now farnil- 
lar, The gentiernen in the Trotsky camp chattered about the ’degeneration’ of 
the Soviet regime, about "Thermidor’, about the ‘inevitable victory’ of Trot- 
skyisrn, and so forth. But, actually, what happened? What happened was the 
collapse, the end of Trotskyism. One section of the Trotskyists, as is known, 
broke away from Trotskyism and in numerous declarations of its repre- 
sentatives admitted that the Party was right, and acknowledged the counter-rev- 
olutionary character of Trotskyism. Another section of the Trotskyists really 


Chapter 18 COLLECTIVISATION 475 


became an information bureau of the capitalist press on matters conceming 
the CPSU(B). But the Soviet regime, which was to have ‘degenerated’ (or "had 
already degenerated’), continues to thrive and to build socialism, successfully 
brealang the backbone of the capitalist elements in our country and their petty- 
bourgeots yes-men. 

"It is proved by the fate of the Right deviators, with which everybody is now 
familiar. They chattered and howled about the Party line being ‘fatal’, about 
the ‘probable catastrophe’ in the USSR, about the necessity of ‘saving’ the 
country from the Party and its leadership, and so forth. But what actually hap- 
pened? What actually happened was that the Party achieved gigantic successes 
on all the fronts of socialist constuction, whereas the group of Right deviators, 
who wanted to 'save’ the country but who later admitted that they were wrong, 
are now left high and dry. 

“It is proved by the growing revolutionary activity of the worlang class and 
peasantry, by the active support for the Party’s policy by the vast masses of the 
workers and peasant collective farmers, the immensity of which astonishes 
both the friends and the enemies of our country. That is apart from such signs 
of the growth of confidence in the Party as the applications from workers to 
join the Party in whole shops and factories, the growth of the Party member- 
ship between the Fifteenth and Sadeenth Congresses by over 600,000, and the 
200,000 new members who joined the Party in the furst quarter of this year 
alone. What does all this show if not that the vast masses of the worlang 
people realise that our Party’s policy is correct and are ready to support it? 

“It must be admitted that these facts would not have existed if our Party’s 
general line had not been the only correct one." (Works Vol 12 pp. 352-4). 

The above, then, is a brief sketch of the importance of collectivisation 
and the world-historic significance of its success in the USSR; of the ‘left’ 
(Trotskyist) and right (Bukharinite) deviation from the Leninist line on col- 
lectivisation. The international significance of the question of collectivisa- 
tion in the USSR has rendered it a matter of practical necessity for us to 
wnite the above remarks by way of a Preface to Comrade Stalin’s most bnil- 
hant contributions, published for the first time in Britain in the present col- 
lection,? on the question of collectivisation. The importance of the 
publication of the present volume containing almost all Comrade Stalin’s 
writings and speeches on collectivisation lies, above all, in the fact that it 
contains the most authoritative Marxist-Leninist pronouncements on the 
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question of collectivisation, and, therefore, cannot but help in the eradica- 
tion of all the various bourgeois theories and slanders which very often - to 
our shame - are circulated not only by the ordinary bourgeois but cven by 
people calling themselves anti- revisionists and communists, and which stuff 
the heads of our inexperienced and often little-informed younger comrades 
with rubbish. These theories, which should have been eradicated and dis- 
carded long ago, are still current. Hence the importance of a relentless 
struggle against them, for only in a relentless fight against these bourgeois 
theories and slanders can theoretical thought among the Marxist-Leninist 
students of the agrarian question : develop and grow strong. Hence the im- 
portance of the present publication. 


NOTES 


1.Precisely because the Trotskyist opposition in the USSR reflected the sentiments of the non- 
proletanan classes who were dissatisfied with the dictatorship of the proletariat, the enemies 
of the dictatorship of the proletanat showered on the opposition praises, of which the follow- 
ing are but a few examples. Here is what Dan, the leader of the ‘Russian’ Social Democrats, 
leader of the "Russian’ Mensheviks who advocated the restoration of capitalism in the USSR, 
had to say about the opposition: 

“By their criticiam of the existing system, which repeats the Social-Democratic criticiam al- 
most werd for word, the Belshevik opposition is preparing minds .. for the acceptance of 
the positive platform of Secial-Democracy. — Not only among the mass of the workers, but 
among commanist workers as well, the opposition is rearing the shoots of ideas and senti- 
ments which, if skillfeily tended, may easily bear social-democratic fruit.” (Sotsialistichesky 
Vestnik, no. 17-18). 

Here is what Pesledniye Novosti, the central organ of Milyukov’s counter-revolutionary bour- 
gcois party, said of the opposition: 

"Today, the opposition is undermining the dictatorship, every new publication of the oppo- 
aition utters more and more ’terrible’ words, the opposition itself is evolving in the direction 
of increasingly violent assaults on the prevailing system; and this for the time being ts 
enough for us to accept it with gratitude as the mouthpiece for wide sections of the politi- 
cally dissatisfied population" (Posledntye Novesti, no. 1990, quoted in Stalin, Works Vol 9 
pp. 56-7). 

And further. 

“The most formidable enemy of the Soviet power today ts the one that creeps upon it ana- 
wares, grips it in its tentacles on all sides and destroys it before it realises that it has been 
destroyed. It is precisely this role - inevitable and necessary in the preparatory period from 
which we have not yet emerged - that the Soviet opposition is performing.” (Posledniye No- 
vosti, no. 1983, quoted in Stalin, ibid). 


Comment is superfluous. 
2. The collection of the wntings of Stalin on Collectmisation are not re-produced here. 
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Anyone desiring to obtain a copy of the same ought to be able to secure it from E_J.Rule, c/o 
14 Featherstone Road, Southall, Middx UB2 SAA 

3. Some comrades may say: in the conditions of Europe, full as it is of large-scale capitalist 
farming, what ts the significance and need to dwell at length on questions concerning collecti- 
visation? Why waste time oo such questions? Such an approach is wrong firstly because the 
process of elimination of individual smail- scale peasant farming has not gone far enough even 
in Western Europe for it to render questions of collectivisation unimportant and irrelevant for 
us. Secondly, from the point of view of the global strategy of the world proictariat, questions 
of collectivisation and the attitude towards the peasantry are of vital significance. Nearly two- 
thirds of the world’s population live in countries which are predominantly agrarian. To win 
victory in these countries, the proictariat of these countries has to have a definite programme 
for winning over the peasantry for the making of the revolution, its consolidation, the building 
of socialism and the advance towards communism. In this regard the question of collectivisa- 
tion, which is but a part of the general problem of building socialism, becomes very important. 
For us in Britain, it is our duty to extend our solidanty with our comrades in other countries, 
who have successfully applied, or who are successfully applying, Marxism-Leninism in the mat- 
ter of collectivisation, for their successes bring our success that much ocarer. That is why we 
do our best to counter the downright counter-revolutionary teaching of Trotskyism on all 
questions, not least on the question of collectivisation. 


Chapter 19 


Critique of the China Policy Study 
Group 


The attempts by the bourgeois liberals of the China Policy Study 
Group to undermine Leninism. 


ee Coe 0 oe Ue one cane me Uae ries Ye eee 
a few remarks on the slanders spread against Stalin and against the Bol- 
shevik Party’s Marxist-Leninist line on the peasantry and on collectivisation 
by a professorial coterie peddimg its bourgeots wares under the trade name 
of The China Policy Study Group (CPSG). This group publishes a monthly 
sheet called Broadsheet. The political physiognomy of this group may be 
judged from the fact that its leading lights mclude the following bourgeois 
professors: Dr Joseph Needham FRS, Professor Cynl Offord FRS, Profes- 
sor Joan Robinson and Professor George Thomson. This group is also 
closely connected with the Society for [it should be Against] Anglo-Chmese 
Understanding (SACU), a bourgeois, anti-Chinese and anti-communist so- 
Giety pretending friendship with the People’s Republic of China and with 
the cause of communism. In the November 1974 issue of Broadsheet, (Vol 
11 no. 11), the professorial gentry of the CPSG presented us with an article 
entitled The Paths of Two Revolutions, which purported to be an analytical 
comparison between the October Revolution in Russia and the Chinese 
Revolution. This article, in the manner typical of bourgeois professorial cir- 
cles, is full of bold but ignorant assertions, alongside scurrilous attacks on 
Stalin and the CPSU(B) that he led. It contains no Marust-Lenimist ana- 
lysis. It ts, on the contrary, a mockery of an analysis. The hundred and one 
attacks it contains on Comrade Stalin and the CPSU of his day do not all 
concern us here. ! The sole issue that we are interested in presenting on 
this occasion is that concerning the CPSU’s, and Stalin’s, policy towards the 
peasantry. We hope the reader will bear with us, and not regard # as a 
diversion, if we quote in full the section im this article that deals with the role 
of the peasantry. This long quotation is necessary (a) to enable the reader 
to gain a depth of understanding of the thoroughly anti-communist, bour- 
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geois degenerate contents of that article, and a measure of the politics of its 
authors, (b) to acquaint the reader with the sly methods of these fraudulent 
tricksters, the sleights of hand with which they attempt to obliterate the 
boundary between Marxism-Leninism and opportunism; the case with 
which, through the well-tried bourgeois method of innuendo, they invent 
‘new myths which have nothing to do with historical facts and nothing in 
common with Marxism-Leninism, (c) to help the reader to become fully 
aware of the desperate attempts that are being made by these bourgeois 
scribes to drive a wedge between Comrade Stalin and Comrade Mao, be- 
tween the Russian Revolution and the Chinese Revolution, and finally (d) 
to avoid charges of distortion and of quoting out of context. Here is the 
quotation: 


“The role of the peasantry 

"From the outset in one major respect the two revolutions diverged. In both 
countries the peasants represented the majority of people - in China over 80%. 
The handling of the peasant question was to prove the decisive political ele- 
ment in both countries. In Tsarist Russia the peasants, oppressed as they were, 
formed a reserve force for the bourgeoisie. Dominated by feudalism, anaesthe- 
used by the powerful Russian Orthodax Church, they provided support to the 
Peasant Party which repeatedly lined up with the Mensheviks and thew petty- 
led by Lenin. For years after 1917, in the struggles around line and policy, the 
leaders of the Peasant Party maintained their support for the ana-Marxusts and 


“In China, from his early emergence in the leadership of the party, Mao 
Tse-tung made the winning of the peasantry the focal point of his policy. For 
years he led a minority which opposed the Party leadership, then following the 
‘left’ line of concentrating on the towns. It was not untl 1935, during the Long 
March, that his leadership was recognised. 

"In the Soviet Union, during the hard, tough years that followed the Wars of 
Intervention by the capitalist powers, the Soviet leaders, now deprived of the 
guiding hand of Lenin, wrestled with the problern of building up their country’s 
economic strength. Encircled by a hostile world, they chose the priority of cre- 
ating heavy industry, to which everything else had to be sacrificed. It was the 
peasantry who had to shoulder the burden because they were seen as the only 
elernent able to produce the necessary accumulation to finance the huge indus- 
trial base that needed to be created quickly from practically nothing. This pol- 
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icy decision, some would say, was the source of the political, economic and 
social strife that has never been allayed - the peasants were never won whole- 
heartedly for the revolution. 

"Light industry, the principal means of raising living standards, never got 
under way, was never allowed to make its proper contribution to easing the 
burden of both the peasantry and the working-class. 

"In China after 1949 Mao Tse-tung led his Party on an entirely different 
road in spite of much opposition from the Soviet leaders and their supporters 
inside the Chinese leadership. "Agriculture’, he declared, ‘is the foundation, in- 
dustry the leading factor’. So, whilst agricultural development became the 
Prionty, light industry was expanded rapidly to provide both the consumer 
goods for raising the living standards of ail the people and the accumulation of 
funds to finance heavy industry. 

"Thus in the Soviet Union the peasantry - the majority of the people - has 
remained a sullen disenchanted force, while in China their revolutionary im- 
pulse has been seized, harnessed and transformed into a mighty ideological 
force. 

“History may judge that the failure of the Soviet leadership after Lenin to 
produce a new 'Soviet Man’ springs from two fatal errors: wrong policy towards 
the peasantry and the absence of the mass line.“ 

An entire book could (and should) be devoted to the refutation of these 
deliberate distortions, fabrications and lying assertions. It is much casier for 
the professors hired by the bourgeoisie to tell lies on its behalf, to spread 
falsehoods a mile deep without the slightest basis in reality, than it is for us 
to refute them. As can be seen from the above quotation, the bourgeois 
hacks have managed on one single page to pack in so many lies and distor- 
Uions and to sow so much confusion that it would take an entire volume to 
refute them. But neither time or space permit of such an exhaustive and 
thoroughgoing treatment of the subject. We presently confine ourselves, 
therefore, to a few brief comments on this particular quotation: 


1. In the very first two paragraphs that have been quoted above, the dis- 
tinct impression is created that, whereas the Chinese Communist Party led 
by Comrade Mao Tse-tung made the “winning of the peasantry the focal 
point” of its policy, the Bolsheviks in Russia simply ignored the peasantry. 
Any reader who did not know the history of Bolshevism and had never 
come across the magnificent and brilliantly rich writings of Comrade Lenin 
as well as Comrade Stalin would thus be Ied to believe that the Bolsheviks 
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had no programme, no policy, for winning over the peasantry and that the 
Bolsheviks did not make "the winning of the peasantry the focal point" of their 
policy. If that were true, what then, one might be forgiven for asking the 
learned professors, was the difference between Leninism on the one hand 
and Trotskyism on the other? How then, if the Bolsheviks had no pro- 
gramme for winning over the peasantry, were the Bolsheviks able success- 
fully not only to lead the Great October Socialist Revolution but also to 
maintain it, consolidate it, and build socialism in a single country with a pre- 
dominantly peasant population? How then are the successes of the October 
Revolution to be explained? There can only be ’two’ explanations: cither 
the Russian revolution was a miracie that took place as a result of divine 
providence, or the Russian revolution enjoyed the success it did because, 
among other factors, the Bolsheviks did have a correct programme on the 
question of the peasantry - a correct plan for the winning of the peasantry. 
The first explanation is of course not an explanation at all but a mockery of 
one; it could only be acceptable to those who believe in miracles, faith heal- 
ing, divine providence and virgin births, etc. If our bourgeois authors want 
to subscribe to such an ’explanation’ of the Russian revolution (and all the 
indications arc that they do) then we cannot stop them from doing so. They 
must not, however, invite any self-respecting Marxist-Leninist to accept this 
sorcery dished out as an explanation of the Russian revolution. The second 
explanation is the only one which to Marxist-Leninist could adhere. 


The truth 1s that the Bolsheviks did have a correct policy for winning the 
peasantry. The truth is that they did make the ‘winning of the peasantry the 
focal point" of their policy. This will be absolutely clear to anyone who 
reads the Agrarian section of the RSDLP’s Programme, 2 or Lenin’s Two 
Tactics of Social-Democracy in the Dernocratic Revolution, which was pub- 
lished as early as 1905, or a score of other writings of Comrade Lenin, and 
later of Comrade Stalin. It will be found that the Bolsheviks’ Programme on 
the peasantry was the only correct one; that it was such a model pro- 
gramme that the Communist and Workers’ Parties in all countries with pre- 
dominantly peasant populations have since then adopted it as their own, 
with suitable minor modifications. The Chinese Party was no exception’ * 
This being so, why then did our bourgeois scribblers attempt to distort the 
matter and stand facts on their head? The answer can only be that cither 
they are engaged in the deliberate distortion of facts, or that they are down- 
right ignorant. In cither case they are doing a lot of harm to the communist 


movemcnt. 
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2. Having in the first two paragraphs quoted above committed the dis- 
tortion, albeit impliedly, that the Bolsheviks did not have a policy for win- 
ning the peasantry, our bourgeois authors go on to imply im their next 
paragraph that, despite this lack of policy, the Bolshevik Party was somehow 
able to get by as long as there existed the “guiding hand of Lenin". So the 
"guiding hand of Lenin” becomes a substitute for a clear- cut strategy for 
winning over the peasantry. This ts praise indeed for Lenin! In practice 
such culogising of Lenin proves to be nothing less to Leninism that was the 
notorious kiss of Judas to Christ. No, worthy bourgeois professors. We do 
not take your ’praise’ of Lenin at its face value. We recognise it for what it 
really is, namely, an attempt to downgrade and undermine Leninism. Lenin 
was the greatest Marxist ever born; he, in the true spirit of Marxism, be- 
lieved in analysing concrete reality and in applying Marxism to concrete re- 
ality; he belicved in having a concrete strategy on such important questions 
affecting the fate of the revolution as the peasant question. To attribute to 
this giant, Lenin, a position whereby his “guiding hand” became a substitute 
for a clear programme on any question, including the peasant question, is 
not only ludicrously absurd and vulgar, but also a disgusting and foul lic. 
The Bolsheviks did have something more than the "guiding hand of Lenin," 
namely, Leninism itself. Even after the departure of Lenin, even after the 
"guiding hand of Lenin" was no longer there, the Bolshevik Party, now under 
the leadership of Stalin, continued to adhere steadfastly to Leninism on all 
questions, including on the peasant question. Following Leninism the Party 
achieved truly dazzling and momentous successes. It is therefore a down- 
right lie for our bourgeois authors, pretending to be Marxists, to say that (a) 
the Bolsheviks had no programme on the peasant question; that all they 
possessed was the "guiding hand of Lenin", and (b) once that "guiding hand" 
was no longer there, the Bolsheviks were left with neither a programme nor 
a "guiding hand" to guide them on the peasant question. 

Further down, in the sixth paragraph, the bourgeois "Maruists’ deliver 
the final ’annihilating’ blow at Stalin and the CPSU he led: 

"History may judge that the failure of the Soviet leadership after Lenin to 
produce a new ‘Soviet Man’ springs from two fatal errors: wrong policy towards 
the peasantry and the absence of the mass line." 

As regards the charge of "the absence of the mass line,” we shall not deal 
with it here for not only is it not DIRECTLY relevant for the present pur- 
poses, but also because we dealt with it in our Preface to a collection of 
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Stalin’s speeches entitled On the Mechanics of Class Struggle under the Dic- 
tatorship of the Proletariat. “In this Preface we refuted, among others, Pro- 
fessor G Thomson, one of the leading lights of the China Policy Study 
Group, who had also given expression to this same absurd accusation in his 
book From Marx to Mao Tse-tung. 


As to the charge of "wrong policy towards the peasantry," we have already 
demonstrated beyond doubt that the Bolshevik Party’s policy on the peasant 
question was correct. To reiterate, the Bolshevik programme on the peas- 
antry can be summed up in the following three slogans which correspond to 
the different periods in the development of the Russian revolution. When 
the Russian people were approaching the bourgeois democratic revolution, 
in the period when the immediate task was the destruction of Tsarist auto- 
cracy and the establishment of a provisional revolutionary government, 
which was to be the democratic dictatorship of the proletariat and the peas- 
antry, the Bolshevik slogan was that of an alliance with the entire peasantry. 
In the second period, when the proletanat was approaching the October so- 
aialist revolution, the Bolshevik slogan was: an alliance with the poor peas- 
antry, neutralise the middle peasantry and fight against the kulaks. In the 
third period, at the end of the Ciml War and War of Intervention, in the 
period when the dictatorship of the proletariat had been consolidated and 
the task confronting the Party was the building of socialism - in this period 
the Party’s slogan was no longer the one that aimed at neutralising the 
middle peasantry. Now the slogan was to come to an agreement with the 
middle peasant, while never for a moment renouncing the fight against the 
kulak, and firmly relying solely on the poor peasant. It is by putting this slo- 
gan into effect that socialism was built in the USSR; it was by such means, 
by following such a complicated but scientific and clearly worked out pro- 
gramme, that the Bolshevik Party gained such historic achievements. 


Despite these glaring facts, and in complete disregard of these facts, our 
’Marnxist’ critics say the Bolshevik Party had a “wrong policy towards the peas- 
antry." Very well, gentlemen: what do you mean when you assert that the 
Bolshevik Party had a “wrong policy towards the peasantry"? You may be too 
slow-witted to realise that you must mean either that the Bukharinite policy 
(of an alliance with the entire peasantry including the kulaks), or the Trot- 
skyite policy (of no alliance with the peasantry, even the poor and middle 
peasantry) was correct. If that is what you believe to be correct (and all the 
indications are that you do adhere to such a viewpoint), then have the cour- 
age to state your case openly. Do not ’mutiny on your knees’ if you really 
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must ’mutiny’. 


And when, having uttered such reactionary rubbish, you go on to com- 
pare China with the USSR and shower ’praises’ on the former, you are only 
implying (and again you may be too slow-witted to realise this) that the CPC 
achieved successes on the peasant question by following a line which was 
fundamentally hostile to that followed in the USSR. What can that mean? 
It could only mean that the CPC followed cither Bukharinism or Trotskyism 
on the peasant question! Such is the logical absurdity of your assertions, 
gentlemen, that in your zeal to denounce the Bolshevik Party and Stalin, you 
are in fact denouncing, by falsely attributing to them Bukharinite or Trot- 
skyite, anti- Bolshevik and anti-Stalinist positions, the great People’s Re- 
public of China, the CPC and Comrade Mao Tse-tung, all of whom owe and 
recognise a great debt of gratitude to the Bolshewk Party and to Comrade 
Stalin. There may be some gullible people in the movement whom you are 
able to ensnare for a while. But remember, gentlemen, that the revolution- 
ary Marust-Leninists in the movement are already well-equipped to track 
down your bourgeois lies. Rest assured, bourgeois swindlers, that you will 
be exposed. 

3. In connection with the accusation that the Bolshevik Party had no 
policy (or had a wrong policy) towards the peasantry, our would-be Manust 
authors add another charge to their indictment of the Bolshevik Party, 
namely, that heavy industry was developed at the expense of agriculture; 
that the Bolshevik Party "chose > the pnonity of creating heavy industry, to 
which everything else had to be sacrificed’; that "the peasantry ... had to 
shoulder the burden because they were SEEN as the only elernent able to pro- 
duce the necessary accumulation to finance the huge industrial base ... ", thus 
implying that the Soviet peasantry was exploited under Bolshevik rule. The 
reader will note the similarity of this charge with the Bukharinite accusation 
that the Party was subjecting the peasantry to “military feudal exploitation. 
It is further asserted that the Party’s policy of industrialisation was the cause 
of "political, economic and social strife" which resulted in the alienation of 
the peasantry away from the revolution. It is worth repeating the thoroughly 
spineless, if thoroughly opportunist, formulation of this accusation. It 1s 
said: 

"This policy decision, [regarding heavy industry] SOME [this ’some’ is 
their opportunist way of saying that they subscribe to this view but have not 
got the guts to say so] would say was the source of the political, economic and 
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social strife that has NEVER been allayed - the peasants were NEVER won 
wholeheartedly for the revolution.” 


And to cover up the above counter-revolutionary accusations against the 
Bolshevik Party - accusations which owe their origin to the ideologues of the 
imperialist bourgeoisie and to the Cadets - our bourgeois tricksters use their 
characteristic fraudulent tick of counterposing China to the USSR and 
Comrade Mao Tse-tung to Comrade Lenin and Comrade Stalin: 


"In China,” they allege, “after 1949 Mao Tse-tung led his Party on an EN- 
TIRELY DIFFERENT road in spite of much opposition from the Soviet 
leaders and their supporters inside the Chinese leadership. "Agriculture’, he de- 
clared, ’ts the foundation, industry the leading factor’ ... " 

Here are a few brief remarks regarding these counter- revolutionary 
charges: 

(a) Heavy industry 

Was it incorrect for the Bolshevik Party to have emphasised the signific- 
ance of the development of heavy industry? No, it certainly was not. The 
first reason it was not incorrect was that without the emphasis on the devel- 
opment of heavy industry, m particular the machine-building industry, it 
would have been impossible to drag the USSR out of its medieval integu- 
ment into the modern world of the twentieth century. The second reason is 
that without the development of heavy industry the USSR could not emerge 
as a fully independent country, for it would always be subject to the econ- 
omic blackmail of impenalism. The third reason was that without the base 
of heavy industry, the USSR could never have been successful in building its 
defence industry and safeguarding the frontiers of the first socialist state 
against the military attacks of international imperialism. Can anybody deny 
the signal contribution of Soviet heavy industry, the Soviet armed forces and 
the Sovict people to the defeat of the dark forces of fascism? The fourth 
reason is that without the development of Soviet heavy industry, even Soviet 
agriculture would not have been able to develop very much. ® Before col- 
lective farms could be developed on a sound basis, Soviet industry, among 
other factors, had to be in a position to provide the State and collective 
farms with the necessary machinery and with technical and scientific assist- 
ance. Thc final reason is that without the development of heavy industry it 
would have been impossible to establish between the working class and the 
peasantry that bond which is based on metal, the only bond which lays down 
the basis for, and facilitates the remoulding of the outlook of, the individua- 
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list peasantry along the collectivist path - the path of socialism and com- 
munism. 

Our authors are indulging not only mm utter nonsense, but in deliberate 
and malicious slanders when they say that “after 1949 Mao Tse-tung led his 
Party on an entirely different road in spite of much opposition from the Soviet 
leaders ... "Agriculture’, he declared, is the foundation, heavy industry the lead- 
ing factor ..." First of all, it is not true that there was any opposition from 
the "Soviet leaders* to the Chinese Party’s line; there is not the slightest evi- 
dence of this, apart from the assertions tht from time to time emanate from 
bourgeois quarters of the type represented by the China Policy Study 
Group. Secondly, the CPC did not follow a different, let alone “an entirely 
different", road from that followed by the Bolshevik Party on the question 
under consideration. This is admitted even by our slow-witted bourgeois 
authors when they quote with approval Comrade Mao Tse-tung’s words 
"Agriculture is the foundation, industry the leading factor." What does that 
mean? It means giving priority to the building of industry, in particular 
heavy industry with its emphasis on the machine-building mdustry. Only 
such an industry can be a “leading factor, only such an industry can “lead” in 
the development of industry and agriculture and pulling the country along 
the road to development and prosperity; only such an imdustry can free the 
country from dependence on foreign imperialism; and only such an industry 
can be the basis of a bond - an alliance - between the working class and the 
peasantry, which alone can remould the peasantry’s outlook along the lines 
of collectivism and communism and leads in the direction of the abolition of 
classes. Any other ideas about changing the outlook of the peasants and 
winning them over are nothing but attempts at peasant philosophising and 
theorising and have nothing in common with Maruism Leninism. So when 
our authors quote Comrade Mao Tse-tung with approval, they are without 
realising it quoting him against themselves and not against the Bolshevik 
Party or Comrade Stalin! Our bourgeois critics attempted to attack Com- 
rade Stalin. They ended up by attacking themselves. We have witnessed 
before the spectacle of opportunists being slapped in the face by revolution- 
aries. Never before have we witnessed the truly wonderful spectacle of op- 
portunists publicly slapping their own faces, and for this our authors 
deserve praise and greetings. 

It is equally clear from the above that what our authors would have liked 
the USSR to do ts in no way different from what international monopoly 
capitalism would have liked the USSR to do, namely, not to develop its 
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heavy industry, remain backward and dependent economically, weak mili- 
tarily, and in course of time be overpowered by the combined strength of 
the ’Soviet’ bourgeoisie |[i.c., the kulaks} and international capitalism. For 
the process back to capitalism would have started long before the 20th Party 
Congress if the USSR had not given priority to the building of socialism in 
the USSR by overcoming the capitalist forces within the country, and with- 
out which it would have been unable to achieve glorious victory in the anti- 
fascist war. It is now perfectly clear on whose side our authors really are. 

(b) Peasantry and internal accumulation 

Our authors complain that it "was the peasantry who had to shoulder the 
burden because they were SEEN as the only element able to produce the 
necessary accumulation to finance the huge industrial base that needed to be 
created quickly from practically nothing. This policy decision, some (the no- 
torious ’some’ umplies that the authors themselves hold this opinion] would 
say, was the source of political, economic and social strife that has never been 
allayed - the peasants were never won wholeheartedly for the revolution." 


To comment: 


First, it is incorrect to say that the peasants were "SEEN" as the only ele- 
ment able to produce the necessary accumulation. The truth is that there 
were two chief sources that could, and did, produce the necessary accumu- 
lation, i.e., the working class and the peasantry. As Stalin put it: 


"In capitalist countries industrialisation was usually effected, in the main, 
by robbing other countnes, by robbing colonies or defeated countries, or with 
the help of substantial and more or less enslaving loans from abroad.” (Works 
Vol 11, p.165). 

And further: 

"One respect in which our country differs from the capitalist countnes ts 
that it cannot and must not engage in colonial robbery, or the plundering of 
other countnes in general. That way, therefore, is barred to us. 

"Neither, however, does our country have or want to have enslaving loans 
from abroad. Consequently, that way, too, ts closed to us. 

“What then remains? Only one thing, and that ts to develop industry ... 
with the help of INTERNAL accumulations." (Ibid., p. 166). 

"But what are the chief sources of these accumulations? ... there are two 


such sources: firstly, the working class, which creates values and advances our 
industry; secondly, the peasantry.” (Ibid. p. 167). 
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The peasantry contnbuted to the internal accumulations not only by 
paying the State the usual taxes, but also by paying relatively high prices for 
manufactured goods and by being underpaid in the prices for agricultural 
produce. This under the circumstances of the USSR at the time was una- 
voidable. The question, however, arises whether the Soviet peasantry was in 
a position to bear this burden, or was the burden unbearable and was the 
peasantry being exploited by the working class? It is undoubtedly true that 
the Soviet peasantry was perfectly capable of bearing this burden. Here is 
how Comrade Stalin answered this question: 

"Are the peasants capable of bearing this burden? They undoubtedly are: 
firstly, because this burden will grow lighter from year to year, and, secondly, 
because this additional tax is being levied not under the conditions of capitalist 
development, where the masses of the peasantry are condemned to poverty and 
by the socialist state is out of the question, and where this additional tax is 
being paid in a Situation in which the living standards of the peasantry are 
steadily rising.” (Ibid pp. 168-9). 


“Light industry‘, sesh can ce akan gods aks Saas 
under way, was never allowed to make its proper contribution to easing the 
burden of both the peasantry and the worlang class." Even the most cursory 
perusal, let alone a sustained study, of the actual history of the Soviet Union 
Clearly shows to anyone who ts not bent upon inventing his own history as a 
substitute for the real one, that the USSR began by establishing between the 
working class and the peasantry a bond based on satisfying the personal 
needs of the peasantry. The initial stage of the NEP was characterised by 
emphasis on this aspect of the bond, for this was the only way of reviving 
trade between town and country, of putting mdividual peasant farming on 
its feet and strengthening it, of ensuring that the towns obtained the necess- 
ary agricultural produce. All these things were necessary AT THAT TIME, 
when the need was to rehabilitate industry on the one hand and strengthen 
individual farming on the other hand, in order to revive trade between town 
and country. This could not, however, as has been pointed out over and 
over again, go on forever. The bond between the working class and the So- 
viet peasantry could not be based EXCLUSIVELY on satisfying the per- 
sonal requirements of the peasantry. Ultimately it had to be based on 
metal, if the Soviet Union was to remould the outlook of the peasantry and 
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build socialism. Of course, the Bukharinite opportunists advocated, as does 
the China Policy Study Group, that light industry be used EXCLUSIVELY 
as a means of establishing the bond between the working class and the peas- 
antry. Here is how Comrade Stalin answered the Bukharinites - an answer 
which is more than sufficient to refute the Bukharinite nonsense of the 
China Policy Study Group: 

“The second question concerns the problem of the BOND WITH THE 
MIDDLE PEASANT - the problern of the airs of the bond and the means for 
effecting tt. 

"It would follow from what some comrades say that the bond between town 
and country, between the working class and the main mass of the peasantry, is 
based EXCLUSIVELY on textiles, on satisfying the PERSONAL requirements 
of the peasantry? Is this true? It is quite untrue, comrades. Of course, it ts of 
immense importance to satisfy the peasants’ personal requirernents for textiles. 
That is how we began to establish the bond with the peasantry in the new con- 
ditions. But to assert on these grounds that the bond based on textiles is the 
beginning and end of the matter, that the bond based on satisfying the peas- 
ants’ personal requirements ts the all-inclusive or chief foundation of the econ- 
omic alliance between the working class and the peasantry, is to commit a 
most Serious error. Actually, the bond between town and country is based not 
only on satisfying the peasants’ PERSONAL requirements, not only on tex- 
Giles, but also on satisfying the ECONOMIC requirements of the peasants as 
PRODUCERS of agncultural products. 

"It is not only cotton fabrics that we give the peasants. We also give them 
machines of all ands, seeds, ploughs, fertilisers, etc, which are of the weigh- 
tiest importance for the advancement and socialist transformation of peasant 
farming. 

"Hence, the bond is based not only on textiles, but also on metals. Without 
this, the bond with the peasantry would be insecure. 

"In what way does the bond based on textiles differ from the bond based on 
metals? Primanly in the fact that the bond based on textiles chiefly concerns 
the peasants’ personal requirements, without affecting, or affecting to a com- 
paratively small exdent, the production side of peasant farming, whereas the 
bond based on metals chiefly concems the production side of peasant farming, 
improving it, mechanising it, making it more remunerative and paving the way 
for uniting the scattered and small peasant farms into large socially-conducted 
farms. 
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"It would be a mistake to Uunk that the purpose of the bond is to preserve 
classes, the peasant class in particular. That is not so, comrades. That is not 
the purpose of the bond at all. The purpose of the bond is to bring the peas- 
antry closer to the workang class, the leader of our entire development, to 
strengthen the alliance of the peasantry with the worlang class, the leading 
force in the alliance, gradually to REMOULD the peasanty, its mentality and 
its production, ALONG COLLECTIVIST LINES, and thus to bring about 
the conditions for the abolition of classes. 


“The purpose of the bond ts not to preserve classes, but to abolish them. 
Whereas the bond based on textiles affects the production side of peasant 
farming very little and therefore, generally speaking, cannot result in the re- 
moulding of the peasantry along collectivist lines and in the abolition of 
classes, the bond based upon metals, on the contrary, affects primarily the pro- 
duction side of peasant farming, its mechanisation and its collectivisation, and 
for this very reason should result in the gradual remoulding of the peasantry, in 
the gradual elirnination of classes, including the peasant class. 

“How, in general, can the peasant, his mentality, his production - be re- 
moulded, remade, along the lines of bringing his mentality closer to that of the 
working class, along the lines of the socialist principle of production? What 
does this require? 

"It requires, firstly, the widest agitation on behalf of collectivism among the 
peasant masses. 


"It requires, secondly, unplanting a co-operative communal life and the 
ever wider extension of our co-operative supply and marketing organisations to 
the millions of peasant farms. There can be no doubt that had it not been for 
the broad development of our co-operatives, we should not have that swing to- 
wards the collective-farm movement that we observe arnong the peasants at the 
present tire, for the development of supply and marketing co-operatives is in 
our conditions a means of preparing the peasants for going over to collective 
farming. 

“But all this is still far from enough to remould the peasantry. The princi- 
pal force for remoulding the peasantry along socialist lines lies in new techni- 
cal means in agriculture, the mechanisation of agriculture, collective peasant 
labour, and the electrification of the country. 

“Lenin has been referred to here, and a passage on the bond with peasant 
farming has been quoted from his works. But to take Lenin in part, without 
desiring to take.him as a whole, is to misrepresent Lenin. Lenin was fully 
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aware that the bond with the peasantry based on textile goods is a very import- 
ant matter. But he did not stop there, for, side by side with this, he insisted that 
the bond with the peasantry should be based also on metals, on supplying the 
peasant with machines, on the electrification of the country, that is, on all 
those things which promote the remalang and remoulding of peasant FARM- 
ING on collectivist lines. 

"Please listen, for example, to the following quotation from Lenin: 

"The remaking of the small tller, the remoulding of his whole mentality 
and habits, is a work of generations. As regards the small tiller, this prob- 
lem can be solved, his whole mentality can be put on healthy lines, so to 
speak, only by the material base, by technical means, by introducing tractors 
and machines in agriculture on a mass scale, by clectrification on a mass 
scale. That is what would remake the small tiller fundamentally and with 
immense rapidity.’ (Vol XXVI, p. 239). 

“Quite clearty, the alliance between the worlang class and the peasantry 
cannot be stable and lasting, the bond cannot be stable and lasting and cannot 
attain its purpose of gradually remoulding the peasantry, bringing it closer to 
the workang class and putting if on collectivist lines, if the bond based on tex- 
tiles is not supplernented by the bond based on metals. 

"That is how Comrade Lenin understood the bond.° 

The reader will, # ss hoped, forgive this lengthy quotation. It was 
necessary in order to expose the reactionary rubbish with which various 
bourgeois organisations such as the China Policy Study Group, under vari- 
ous ’left’ garbs, seck to stuff the heads of people in the working-class move- 
ment. It is all the more necessary to expose this reactionary rubbish since 
the working- class movement in Britain ts not only more or less theoretically 
ignorant, but if is even ignorant of what ought to be generally well-known 
truths to anyone in the proletarian movement. One thing is certain from the 
above-cited remarks of Comrade Stalin, namely, that it was not a question 
of whether the USSR should develop ight industry, whether it should allow 
light industry to “get under way‘; it was rather a question of whether the 
USSR should develop light mdustry EXCLUSIVELY or even develop its 
industry with an EMPHASIS on light industry. Of course, the Soviet Union 
developed an extensive light industry, 7 for that was the only way of satis- 
fying the personal needs both of the working class and the peasantry. Surely 
the China Policy Study Group is not suggesting that for 30-odd years the So- 
viet people were living on stec! and cating metals, the hydro-electric power 
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stations, etc? No, the fact is that the living standards of the working class 
and peasantry rose steadily during those years; and this could only have 
happened if, m addition to heavy industry, light industry was also developed 
on an extensive scale. In addition to the development of light industry, how- 
ever, the Soviet Union not only built heavy industry, but also gave it priority, 
in particular to the machine building section of it. Without this the USSR 
would never have achieved its truly gigantic and almost miraculous achieve- 
ments in the building of socialism, defending the socaalist fatherland against 
the combined strength of the international imperialist bourgeoisie, and de- 
feating fascism and liberating mankind from the fascist hordes. These gjori- 
ous achievements on the part of the Soviet Union - which are at the same 
time the glorious achievements of the international working-class movement 
- are not to the liking of the ordinary bourgeois, including the ordinary 
bourgeois of the China Policy Study Group. These achievements are very 
much hated by these people. But their dishkes notwithstanding, the giori- 
ous victories of the Soviet Union on the economic, political, ideological, cul- 
tural and military fronts have made an imestimable contribution to the 
movement forward of the world proletarian movement, to the final defeat of 
the world bourgeoisie; they have left an indelible mark on the communist 
movement and can never be erased by the vulgar gibes of bourgcots scribes 
and sarvellers of the type represented by the China Policy Study Group. 


(d) Rate of industrialisation 

The accusation is often hurled at Stalin and the CPSU(B) that the rate 
of development of industry, in particular of the production of the means of 
production, was too fast in the USSR. This accusation ts also implied by the 
China Policy Study Group, in their usual cowardly, vague, evasive and amor- 
phous manner, in the above-quoted remarks. The question therefore arises 
as to the validity of this accusation. Could the Soviet Union have conducted 
the work of industrialisation at a slower pace or, as Stalin inquired, ‘in a 
more ‘restful’ asnosphere? Is not the fast rate of industrial development due to 
the restless character of the members of the Political Bureau and the Council 
of People’s Commissars?" Stalin went on to answer this question thus: 


“Of course not! The members of the Political Bureau and the Counal of 
People’s Cornmissars are calrn and sober people. Abstractly speaking, that is, 
if we disregarded the external and internal situation, we could, of course, con- 
duct the work at a slower speed. but the point ts that, firstly, we cannot disre- 
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gard the external and internal situation, and, secondly, if we take the surround- 
ing situation as our starting-point, it has to be admitted that it is precisely this 
situation that DICTATES [my emphasis] a fast rate of development of our in- 
dustry.” (Stalin Works Vol 11, Industrialisation of the Country and the Right 
Deviation in the CPSU(B)). 

Stalin then passes to an examination of the external and internal condi- 
tions that dictated the fast rate of development of Soviet industry. He lists 
the following as the chief conditions dictating this fast rate: 


EXTERNAL CONDITIONS 

(i) The Bolsheviks had assumed power in a country that was technically 
and industrially backward as compared with the advanced capitalist coun- 
tries of the day, like Germany, Britain and America, etc. But the political 
system in the USSR - the Soviet system - was the most advanced system in 
the world. So there was a contradiction between the advanced political sys- 
tem, on the one hand, and backward industry and technique on the other 
hand. As long as this contradiction existed, it was impossible to achieve the 
victory of socialism in the USSR. So what had to be done to put an end to 
this contradiction? 

"To end if, we must overtake and outstnip the advanced technology of the 
developed capitalist countries. We have overtaken and outstipped the ad- 
vanced capitalist countries in the sense of establishing a new political system. 
That is good. But it is not enough. In order to secure the final victory of so- 
cialisrn in our country, we must also overtake and outstrip these countnes tech- 
nically and economically. Either we do this or we shall be forced to the wall." . 

To say the same thing in the words of Comrade Lenin: 

"The result of the revolution has been that the political system of Russia 
has in a few months caught up with that of the advanced countries. But that is 
not enough. The war is inexorable; it puts the alternative with ruthless severity: 
either perish, or overtake and outstrip the advanced countries economically as 
well ... Perish or drive full-stearn ahead. That is the alternative with which his- 
tory has confronted us." 

(ii) Without a fast rate of industrial development, an adequate industrial 
basis for defence could not be created and, therefore, the independence of 
the USSR could not be upheld. 


(11) The question of a fast rate of development of industry would not 
have confronted the Soviet Union in the acute form it actually did, had the 
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Soviet Union had such a highly-developed industry and technology as did 
Germany, for example, and if the relative importance of industry in the na- 
tional economy of the USSR had been as high as in Germany, to take the 
same cxample. 

(iv) The Soviet Union was the only socialist state in the world, exsting 
in conditions of capitalist encirclement: 

"The question of a fast rate of development of industry would not face us 
so acutely if we were not the only country but one of the countries of the dicta- 
torship of the proletariat, if there were a proletarian dictatorship not only in our 
country but in other, more advanced countries as well, Germany and France, 
say.” (Stalin, ibid). 

Further: "Jt is sometimes asked whether it is not possible to slow down the 
tempo somewhat, to put a check on the movement. No, comrades, it is not 
possible! The tempo must not be reduced! On the contrary, we must increase 
it as much as ts within our powers and possibilities. This is dictated to us by 
our obligations to the workers and peasants of the USSR. This ts dictated to 
us by our obligations to the working class of the whole world. 

“To slacken the tempo would mean falling behind. And those who fall be- 
hind get beaten. But we do not want to be beaten. No, we refuse to be beaten! 
One feature of the history of old Russia was the continual beatings she suffered 
because of her backwardness. She was beaten by the Mongol khans. She was 
beaten by the Turlash beys. She was beaten by the Swedish feudal lords. She 
was beaten by the Polish and Lithuanian gentry. She was beaten by the British 
and French capitalists. She was beaten by the Japanese barons. All beat her - 
because of her backwardness, because of her military backwardness, cultural 
backwardness, political backwardness, industrial backwardness, agricultural 
backwardness. They beat her because to do so was profitable and could be 
done with impunity. You remember the words of the pre-revolutionary poet: 
‘You are poor and abundant, mighty and impotent, Mother Russia.’ Those 
gentlemen were quite familiar with the verses of the old poet. They beat her, 
saying: "You are abundant,’ so one can enrich oneself at your expense. They 
beat her, saying: "You are poor and impotent,’ so you can be beaten and plun- 
dered with unpunity. Such is the law of the exploiters - to beat the backward 
and the weak. It is the jungle law of capitalism. You are backward, you are 
weak - therefore you are wrong; hence you can be beaten and enslaved. You 
are mighty - therefore you are right; hence we must be wary of you. 

"That ts why we must no longer lag behind . 
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, 


"In the past we had no fatherland, nor could we have had one. But now 
that we have overthrown capitalism and power ts in our hands, in the hands of 
the people, we have a fatherland, and we will uphold its independence. Do 
you want our socialist fatherland to be beaten and to lose its independence? If 
you do not want this, you must put an end to its backwardness in the shortest 
possible time and develop a genuine Bolshevik tempo in building up its social- 
ist economy. There is no other way. That is why Lenin said on the eve of the 
October Revolution: ’Either perish, or overtake and outstrip the advanced capt- 
talist countries.’ 

"We are fifty or a hundred years behind the advanced countries. We must 
make good this distance in ten years. Either we do it, or we shall go under. 

"That is what our obligations to the workers and peasants of the USSR dic- 
tate to us. 

"But we have yet other, more serous and more unportant, obligations. 
They are our obligations to the world proletariat. They coincide with our obli- 
gations to the workers and peasants of the USSR. But we place them higher. 
The worlang class of the USSR is part of the world working class. We achieved 
victory not solely through the efforts of the workang class of the USSR, but also 
thanks to the support of the workang class of the world. Without this support 
we would have been torn to pieces long ago. It is said that our country is the 
shock brigade of the proletariat of all countries. That is well said. But it un- 
poses very serious obligations upon us. Why does the international proletariat 
support us? How did we merit this support? By the fact that we were the first 
to hurl ourselves into the battle against capitalisrn, we were the first to establish 
working-class state power, we were the first to begin building socialism. By the 
fact that we are engaged on a cause which, if successful, will transform the 
whole world and free the entire working class. But what ts needed for success? 
The elimination of our backwardness, the development of a high Bolshevik 
tempo of construction. We must march forward in such a way that the working 
class of the whole world, looking at us, may say: There you have my advanced 
detachment, my shock brigade, my worlang-class state power, my fatherland; 
they are engaged on their cause, OUR cause, and they are worlang well; let us 
support them against the capitalists and promote the cause of the world revol- 
ution. Must we not justify the hopes of the world’s worlang class, must we not 
fulfil our obligations to them? Yes, we must if we do not want to utterly dis- 
grace ourselves." (Works Vol 13 pp. 40-42). 


Thoroughly biased as he is against Stalin, Isaac Deutscher in his bio- 
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graphy of Stalin is obliged to make the following admission as to the factors 
that underlay the Soviet victory in the Second World War: 


“The truth was that the war could not have been won without the intensive 
industnalization of Russia, and of her eastern provinces in particular. Nor 
could it have been won without the collectivization of large nurnbers of farms. 
The muzhik of 1930, who had never handled a tractor or any other machine, 
would have been of little use in modem war. Collectivized farming, with its 
machine-tractor stations scattered all over the country, had been the peasants’ 
preparatory school for mechanized warfare. The rapid raising of the average 
standard of education had also enabled the Red Army to draw on a consider- 
able reserve of intelligent officers and men. "We are fifty or a hundred years be- 
hind the advanced countries. We must make good this lag in ten years. Either 
we do tt, or they crush us’ - so Stalin had spoken exactly ten years before Hitler 
set out to conquer Russia. His words, when they were recalled now, could not 
but wunpress people as a prophecy brilliantly fulfilled, as a most timely call to 
action. And, indeed, a few years’ delay in the modernization of Russia might 
have made all the difference between victory and defeat." (Dcutscher, Stalin: 
A Political Biography, London, Pelican, 1966, p.535). 

INTERNAL CONDITIONS 


(1) The backwardness of Soviet agriculture dictated a fast rate of indus- 
trial development, without which it was impossible to place Soviet agrical- 
ture on a new technical basis, the basis of large-scale production. 


(a) Without a fast rate of development in industry it was impossible to 
abolish the small commodity economy of the peasants, it was impossible to 
“tear out the roots of capitalisrn" and to undermine "the foundation, the basis, 
of the internal enemy.“ 

"As long as we live in a srnall-peasant country, there is a surer economic 
basis for capitalism in Russia than for communism ... We have not tom out 
the roots of capitalism and we have not undermined the foundation, the basis 
of the internal enerny. The latter depends on small-scale production, and there 
is only one way of undermining it, namely, to place the economy of the 
country, incliding agriculture, on a new basis, the basis of modem large-scale 
production. And it is only electricity that is such a basis. Communism is So- 
viet power plus the electrification of the whole country." 

Further: "If we have electrification in 10-20 years, then the individualism of 
the srnall tiller, and freedom for him to trade locally are not a whit terrible. If 
we do not have electrification, a return to capitalisrn will be inevitable any- 
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how.” (Lenin, The Tax in Kind). 

And further still: "Ten or twenty years of correct relations with the peas- 
antry, and victory on a world scale is assured (even if the proletarian revol- 
utions, which are growing, are delayed); otherwise, 20-40 years of the torments 
of whiteguard terrorism." 

(mi) The fast rate of industrial development, with its ability to put agri- 
culture on a new technical basis, the basis of large- scale production, pro- 
vided the only material basis for remoulding the individualist outlook of the 
peasantry along collectivist lines. For, as Lenin says: 

"The remaking of the small tiller, the remoulding of his whole mentality 
and habits, is a work of generations ... this whole mentality can be put on 
healthy lines, so to speak, only by the material base, by technical means, by in- 
troducing tractors and machines in agriculture on a mass scale, by electrifica- 
fion on a mass scale. That is what would remake the smuil Gller 
fundamentally and with immense rapidity.” 

That is how Lenin understood the question of “correct relutions with the 
peasantry". E;ther place “the economy of the country, including agriculture, 
on @ new technical basis, the technical basis of modern large-scale produc- 
tion,” or a return to capitalism is inevitable. 

But to the China Policy Study Group the pursuit of the above Leninist 
policy towards the peasantry means the pursuit of “wrong policy towards the 
peasantry,* which they allege was one of the “cardinal errors responsible for 
the prostitution of the Bolshevik revolution which the world is witnessing 
today"! In other words the Bolshevik Party’s adherence to the Bolshevik, 
Leninist, programme on the question of the peasantry and the mdustrialisa- 
tion of the USSR led to the "prostitution of the Bolshevik revolution"! Ac- 
cording to this ’new theory, Leninism and Bolsheviks are like capitalism in 
that the greatest barrier to them further development are Leninism and 
Bolshevism themselves! Strange, is it not, comrades? From this strange 
theory we may judge the political physiognomy and affiliations of the pro- 
fessorial gentry of the China Policy Study Group. When our ‘Marxist’ pro- 
fessors declare boldly that “in the Soviet Union the peasantry - the majority of 
the people - has remained a sullen disenchanted force," they reveal themselves 
truly as the most rotten and rabidly anti-communist third-rate bourgeois 
pen-pushers that they are, and as persons who, in terms of honesty, do not 
reach even the standards of an honest capitalist hke Mr Gibson Jarvis. Mr 
Jarvis, who was president of the United Dominions Trust in 1932, could 
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then write: 

“Russia today is a country with a soul and an ideal ... of amazing activity ... 
And perhaps most iunportant of all, all these youngsters and these workers in 
Russia have one thing which ts too sadly lacking in the capttalist countries 
today, and that is - hope!” 

Hardly a picture of a country "the majority” of whose people “has re- 
mained a sullen disenchanted force.“ The anti-communtsm of the China Pol- 
icy Study Group, despite their conjuring tricks and fraudulent subterfuges, 
is not hidden by the ’praise’ showered on China in the same sentence: ° 
while in China their [the peasants’} revolutionary impulse has been seized, 
harnessed and transformed into a mighty ideological force.” Listening to 
these bourgeois professors who understand not a thing about communism 
one would think that all that is necessary to turn the peasantry in the direc- 
tion of communism and collectivism its to combine the "revolutionary im- 
pulse" of the peasant with extra-potcnt doses of ideology, Le., all that 1s 
necessary is to transform the peasant is to change the mind of the peasant. 
In other words, there is no connection between the mind of the peasant and 
the material conditions surrounding him. This sort of rubbish is known in 
modern bourgeois circles by the name of ’Harekrishnaism’, but in philos- 
ophy it ts known by the name of ‘idealism’. It is sheer idealist rubbish that 
the bourgevis critics of Stalin and of Bolshevism from the China Policy 
Study Group are’ dishing out in its most unadulterated, albeit" disguised, 
form. There is no doubt that the Chinese peasantry continues to be trans- 
formed, but this is being accomphshed by transforming the material base, by 
technical means - and not in spite of the material transformation. 

,. Anyone who thinks that the Soviet peasantry "remained a sullen and 
disenchanted forme,” that it was never won over wholchcartedly for the revol- 
ution, let him answer the following questions: How was it possible, without 
winning the peasantry wholeheartedly, for thc Bolsheviks to come to power? 
How was it possible for them to defeat thc combined strength of the Rus- 
sian Whiteguards and the 14 imperialist and non-impcnialist countries who, 
armed to the teeth, attacked the young Soviet Republic in the period of the 
Civil War and the War of Intervention? How was it possible for the USSR, 
possessed of such a “sullen disenchanted force," namely the peasantry, to 
have such earth-shaking achievements in the task of building socialism and 
putting the entire economy of the country, including agriculture, on a new 
technical basis, the technical basis of modern large- scale production? How 
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was it that this “sullen disenchanted force" joined the movement for collecti- 
visation with such enthusiasm? How was it possible for these "sullen", 
“disenchanted” and allegedly miserable people to defeat the Nazi war ma- 
chine? Onc has only to ask these questions to realise the absurdly counter- 
revolutionary nature of the charge. Only adherents of Trotskyism can 
subscribe to the idea that the Soviet Union could have achieved the victories 
that it most certainly did without at the same time winning the peasantry 
wholeheartedly, while the latter remained "a sullen disenchanted force." 
Anyone who can think for himself, and who is in the least honest, ” would 
not believe the rubbish written by our bourgeois professors after acquaint- 
ing himself with the writings and speeches of Comrade Stalin on the ques- 
tion under discussion. 


From the above, it can be concluded that the gentlemen of the China 
Policy Study Group know nothing, cither about the standpoint of Leninism 
on the peasant question, or about industrialisation in the Soviet Union; that 
they treat of the peasant question in an idealist way which ignores the ma- 
terial basis; that they treat the question of industrialisation in an abstract 
way which ignores the external and internal conditions of industrialisation m 
the Soviet Union; that they are not communists but "peasant-philosophers’; 
that they do not understand a thing about what constitutes "correct relations 
with the peasantry;" that they reduce the question of “correct relations with 
the peasantry" to simply “coddling” the peasant, instead of regarding it as a 
matter of helping the peasantry to place their husbandry “on a new technical 
basis, the technical basis of modern large-scale production;* in short, that they 
know not a thing about Marxism-Leninism and communism. 

After having spread nothing but utter confusion, our critics of Bolshev- 
ism, and of Stalin in particular, go on to wnite the following sentence which 
is not only the most hilarious but also one of the rare truthful statements 
made in the entire article. Here it ts: 

"The role of Stalin,” they write, "needs clarification and assessment - much 
remains shrouded by misrepresentation, untruth and conjecture. No Manast- 
Leninist can feel that the full truth has yet been told." 

In view of what the China Policy Study Group say about Stalin in this ar- 
ticle as well as elsewhere, it should hardly come as a surprise to them at 
least that "smuch [about the role of Stalin] remains shrouded in misrepresenta- 
fion, untruth and conjecture." Far from making any contribution to the “clan- 
fication and assessment” of the role of Stalin, they have indulged in an orgy 
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of vilification of Bolshevism and of Stalin, of the CPSU(B), of the achieve- 
ments of socialism in the USSR - in short, of the Great October Socialist 
Revolution - by means of the well-tned and well-honoured bourgeois 
method of shrouding everything even further "by misrepresentation, untruth 
and conjecture.” “No Marxist-Leninist can feel that" a single truth “has yet 
been told” by the China Policy Study Group about Bolshevism and Stalin, 
never mind “the full truth". They have simply added further confusion to that 
which already existed, and they have fortified the shroud of "nisrepresenta- 
tion, untruth and conjecture" which surrounds the role of Stalin in the bour- 
geois-Trotskyist- revisionist circles, and which shroud emanates directly 
from these circles. But, as Comrade Mao Tse-tung says, "bad things can be 
tumed into good things." The thoroughly Trotskyist article of the China Pol- 
icy Study Group can and should be turned to good use as a means of expos- 
ing the bourgeois-Trotskyist-revisionist nature of this organisation. These 
gentlemen, truc, have not told a single truth about the role of Stalin, but, by 
writing this and other similar articles, they have told us "the full truth" about 
themselves, namely, that they are the pedlars of bourgeois-Trotskyist-revi- 
sionist legends in the working-class movement. For it is only the imperialist 
(and non-imperialist) bourgeotsie, the revisionists and the Trotskyists who 
have shrouded the role of Stalin “by misrepresentation, untruth and conjec- 
ture®. To the Marxist-Leninists all over the world the role of Stalin, far from 
being a mystery, is as clear as clear can be, namely, that after the death of 
Lenin, he carried out the behest of Lenin; that he led the building of Social- 
ism in the USSR, defended the dictatorship of the proletariat in the USSR 
against its internal (capitalist-Trotskyist-Bukharinite) and external (imper- 
ialist bourgeoisie) enemies, that he fulfilled all these tasks with honour. It ts 
only bourgeois snivellers 4 la Chma Policy Study Group who not only find 
the role of Stalin “shrouded by misrepresentation, untruth and conjecture,” but 
also, with great gusto, add more to this already-cexisting heap of bourgeots 
“misrepresentation, untruth and conjecture." If the China Policy Study Group 
is sincere in its expressed desire to clarify the role of Stalin then it ought to 
acquaint itself with the real history of the Soviet Union, with the role of the 
real Joseph Stalin, and not the mythical Stalin. Only when they have done 
this should they make any attempt to wnte about Stalm. If, however, they 
feel that this task is beyond them, they should keep quiet about the subject. 
That at least would have the advantage of reducing that portion of the con- 
fusion regarding the role of Stalin which exists solely because of their “mis- 
representation, untruth and conjecture.” 
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The reader must, however, be forewarned about one peculiar feature of 
the anti-Bolshevism and anti Marnasm-Leninism of the gentlemen of the 
China Policy Study Group, namely, that the anti-Bolshevism of these 
geotlemen ts invariably accompanied by their loud professions of ’support’ 
and ’praise’ for China, the CPC and Comrade Mao Tse-tung. Why is this 
so? Why do these bourgeois adopt this course? They adopt this course be- 
cause in this way they hope to kill two birds with one stone. Firstly, under 
the fraudulent cover of concern for the Soviet peasantry, they are concerned 
to denounce and discredit the CPSU(B)’s Leninist line on the agrarian 
question - the question of the peasantry and collectivisation; and, secondly, 
to catch the simpletons among the revolutionaries with tales of alleged dif- 
ferences between China and the USSR, between Comrade Mao Tse- tung 
and Comrade Stalin, and to muddle them up completely by driving them 
away from Leninism. 


How do certain of our comrades in the movement react to this fraudu- 
lent trick? Instead of tearing the mask from these bourgeois tnickster, in- 
stead of convicting them of practising deception, they swallow the bait, walk 
into the trap, and allow themselves to adopt an anti-Stalinist and therefore 
anti-Leninist position. Thesc comrades fail to realise that the facts of the 
case are such that it is impossible to attack Stalin without at the same time 
attacking Lenin, for Stalin most faithfully adhered to, and steadfastly car- 
ried out, Leninism throughout his life. They do not understand either that it 
is impossible for anyone to attack Stalin and yet be a true friend of the great 
People’s Republic of China, or of Comrade Mao Tse-tung. They do not 
comprehend that not cvcryone who ’praises’ China is a Marust. On the 
contrary, some of these people whose profession it is to praise’ China are 
anti-Marxist to the core, and hence anti-China to boot. Here, for example, 
is a bouquet, chosen at random, of the wonderfully pleasant remarks that 
Professor Joan Robinson, one of the leading lights of the China Policy Study 
Group, has to make about Karl Mar, the genius founder of scientific social- 
ism. In the Preface to the Second Edition of her book An Essay on Maraan 
Economics, (which would more properly be entitled An Essay AGAINST 
Maraan Economics), Mrs Robinson accuses Marx of "metaphysical habits of 
thought.” She wntes: 

"The academics did not even pretend to understand Marx. It seerned to me 
that, apart from prejudice, a barrier was created for ther by his nineteenth- 


century metaphysical habits of thought, which are alien to a generation brought 
up to inquire into the meaning of meaning. I therefore tried to translate Marx's 
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concepts into language that an academic could understand. This puzzled and 
angered the professed Manasts, to whom the metaphysic is precious for its own 
sake." (p. vil). 

Of Marr’s labour theory of value, which is the foundation stone of the 
entire Marxian cconomic science, and which has revolutionised the world, 
our learned professor from the fenlands of East Anglia [i.e., Cambridge 
University} has this to say: 

"The concept of VALUE seems to me to be a remarkable example of how a 
metaphysical notion can inspire original thought, though in itself it is quite de- 
void of operational meaning." (ibid. p. 1). 

"Marx's theory of value has caused much confusion and generated much 
controversy. It seems certainly perpleang as we follow the uphill struggle of 
Marx's own mind from the simple dogynatism of the first volume of Capital to 
the intricate formulation of Votume III. But if we start from the vantage pount 
of Volume III the journey is much less arduous." (ibid. p.17). 

In her stubborn attempt, futile for all that, to substitute Malthusianism 
for Marxism, she says the following: 


"EMPLOYMENT AND WAGES. It is generally recognised nowadays that 
unemployment due to a failure of effective dernand (often called ’Keynesian’) 
must be distinguished from the non-ernployment (often called ’Maraan’) 
which comes about when the available supply of labour is growing faster than 
the number of jobs offered by the capitalist economy. Marx thinks of the sup- 
ply of labour as being fed by the nin of the peasant and artisan economy. In 
his anxiety (o combat the reactionary views of Malthus, he refused to admit 
that a rapid growth of population is deleterious to the interests of the worlang 
class. This seers to be an aberration, inconsistent with his theory." (ibid. p. 
XIV). 

Capitalism, she says further on, is no longer the cause of misery, it is 
overpopulation that from now on we are to fight against and not capitalism: 

" ... exploitation can no longer be represented as a cause of increasing 
misery. Rather it offers a privileged position in the world that makes the indus- 
trial working class a conservative rather than a revolutionary force. Misery is 
increasing, certainly, but it is increasing outside the orbit of both socialism and 
capitalism, where the available labour force grows faster than exploitation can 
keep up with it." 

And so on and so forth. There appear on every single page of this book 
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of Joan Robinson’s distortions of, and downright lics about, Marxian econ- 
omic science - in short, attacks on Marxism. And yet Professor Robinson is 
a ’Manust’! With friends like these Marx would certainly not need any 
enemies. 

People who are capable of accusing Marx - that greatest master of dia- 
lectical and historical maternalism - of ‘metaphysical habits of thought" and 
of “simple dogmatism," who denounce the Marman labour theory of value as 
“quite devoid of operational meaning,” what accusations would they not be 
capable at hurling at poor old Stalin? Can such people ever be trusted as 
truc frends of China? It goes without saying that they cannot. And yet 
there are comrades m the movement who, taking their cuc from ordinary 
bourgeots professors of the likes of Joan Robinson, begin, mindlessly as it 
were, to attack Stal. 

Our comrades in the movement also fail to grasp that just because the 
bourgeosts professors in their efforts to downgrade and belittle Marxnsm-Le- 
ninism and Stalin frequently use the name of Comrade Mao Tse-tung, this 
does not at all mean that they represent the views of Comrade Mao Tse- 
tung. Quite the contrary. If anybody wants to know what Comrade Mao 
Tse-tung thinks of Bolshevism, of Stalin and of the Soviet Union during the 
time of Stalin, let him read Mao Tse-tung’s Selected Works, rather than rely 
on bourgeois gossip columns such as the Broadsheet produced by the China 
Pohcy Study Group. Here are a few quotations from Comrade Mao Tse- 
tung. 

"In studying Manasm, we should use the History of the Communist Party 
of the Soviet Union (Bolsheviks), Short Course *® as the principal material. It 
is the best synthesis and surnming up of the world communist movement of the 
past hundred years, a model of the integration of theory and practice, and so 
far the only comprehensive model in the whole world. When we see how far 
Lenin and Stalin integrated the universal truth of Marxism with the concrete 
practice of the Soviet revolution and thereby developed Manasm, we shall 
know how we should work in China.” (Reform Our Study, (1941) SW Vol 3 
p-2A). 

Whereas Comrade Mao Tsc-tung here speaks of Lenin and Stalin inte- 
grating “the universal truth of Marasm with the concrete practice of the Soviet 
revotution" and thereby developing Marxism, our illustrious bourgeois pro- 
fessors from the China Policy Study Group speak of the CPSU(B) not hav- 
ing a correct policy on the pcasantry, whereas Comrade Mao Tse-tung 
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holds the example of the Soviet Union, the CPSU(B), and of Lenm and 
Stalin as pointing the way to the Chinese comrades regarding how they 
should work in China, the professonal cotene, on the other hand, speak of 
Mao Tse-tung following a completely different policy on the question of the 
peasantry from that followed in the Soviet Union and allegedly in the teeth 
of great opposition from the Soviet Union. This is how history is written. 
This is how critical analysis’ of the development of revisionism in the Soviet 
Union is conducted in bourgeois circles. The origin and growth of revision- 
ism in the Soviet Union is a matter which has to be explained. Onc thing, 
however, is certain: that 1s, that the way to conduct such an analysis ts not 
the way that the bourgeois professors are doing it! 

Mao Tse-tung says elsewhere: 

"This theory (1-c., of dialectical and historical materialism] was further de- 
veloped by Lenin and Stalin". (On Contradiction - My emphasis). 

And further: 

“Stalin’s analysis provides us with a model for understanding the particu- 
larity and the universality of contradiction and their interconnection" (ibid). 

All this does not stop Professor George Thomson, another leading light 
of the China Policy Study Group, from accusing Stalin, m the name of Mao 
Tse-tung, of not understanding dialectics and the difference between anta- 
gonistic and non-antagonistic contradictions! 

“Even under the social conditions easting in the Soviet Union, there is a 
difference between workers and peasants, and this very difference ts a contra- 
diction, although, unlike the contradiction between labour and capital, it will 
not become intensified into antagonism or assume the form of class struggle; 
the workers and the peasants have established a firm alliance in the course of 
socialist construction and are gradually resolving this contradiction in the 
course of the advance from socialism to communism." (Mao Tse-tung, ibid. ). 

Whereas Comrade Mao Tse-tung speaks of the ‘fivrn alliance” between 
the Soviet working class and peasantry, our bourgeois professors of the 
China Policy Study Group speak, in the remarks quoted above from their 
article, of the Soviet peasantry as “a sullen disenchanted force" that has never 
been “won wholeheartedly for the revolution." Whereas Comrade Mao Tse- 
tung speaks of “socialist construction” and of “the advance from socialism to 
communism" in the USSR, our bourgeois critics of Stalin speak of “this pol- 
icy decision” (i.¢., ndustrialisation) as "the source of political, economic and 
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social strife that has never been allayed.” Whereas Comrade Mao Tse-tung 
speaks approvingly of the Soviet policy towards the peasantry - that of a 
“firrn alliance" with it - our bourgeois ’annihilators’ of Stalin speak as though 
Mao Tse-tung’s and the CPC’s line on the peasantry were completely differ- 
ent from that followed in the Soviet Union. "* 


And finally: 

"Stalin is the Gue friend of the cause of liberation of the Chinese people. 
No attempt to sow dissension, no lies and calumnies, can affect the Chinese 
people’s wholehearted love and respect for Stalin and our genuine friendship 
for the Soviet Union* (From a Speech delivered by Comrade Mao Tsc-tung 
on 20 December 1939 on the occasion of Stalin’s 60th birthday, reproduced 
in Mao Tse-tung’s Selected Works Vol. III). 


Comrades in the movement should pay particular heed to Comrade Mao 
Tse-tung’s last-ated quotation at a ume when atiempts are being made m 
various bourgeois quarters, the China Policy Study Group included, by 
means of hes and calumnies, to construct a Chinese wall between Stalin and 
Mao Tse-tung, between the October Revolution and the Chinese Revol- 
ution. 

Now, in view of the above quotations from Comrade Mao Tse-tung, we 
may marvel at the stupidity of the assertions made by the gentlemen of the 
China Policy Study Group who, it appears, not only do not know anything 
about Stalin, but do not know a thing about the writings and the political 
stance of Comrade Mao Tse- tung and the CPC either. 


Finally, to stress the importance of the publication of the present collec- 
tion of Comrade Stalin’s writings, we wish to quote the following lines from 
Karl Marx: 

“One nation can and should learn from others. And even when a society 
has got on the right track for the discovery of the natural laws of its movernent - 
and it is the ultimate aun of this work, to lay bare the economic law of motion 
of modern society - it can neither clear by bold leaps, nor remove by legal en- 
actments, the obstacles offered by the successive phases of its normal develop- 
ment. But it can shorten and lessen the birth- pangs.” (Marx, author's preface 
to the first edition of Capital Volume 1). 


There is much positive to learn from the expericace of the Soviet Union. 
Our purpose in publishing this Volume is to “lay bare" the Trotskyist- 
Bukharinite nature of attacks of the type made by the China Policy Study 
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Group and other ’Marnusts’ of the same ilk on Stalin and on the CPSU, to 
bring to the knowledge of the working-class movement the Leninist line of 
the CPSU under the leadership of Comrade Stalin on the agrarian question, 
and to strengthen the struggle against various forms of bourgeois ideology 
such as Trotskyism, revisionism and reformism. No doubt each nation, in its 
struggle for and advance to socialism, will have to face its own specific prob- 
lems. “Bul it can shorten and lessen the birth-pangs" by learning from the 
positive experience of the October Revolution, from collectivisation in the 
USSR, and from the building of socialism in the USSR. 


NOTES 


1. Most of these attacks have been dealt with in my Preface to a collection of Stalin’s speeches 
published under the title On the Mechanics of Class Struggie under the Dictatorship of the 
Proletariat. That Preface, published elsewhere in this volume, contains a special section on 
Professor Thomson's similar attacks on Stalin and the CPSU. 

2 The agrarian section was drafted by Lenin. 

3. See for instance Peking Review, 1975, no 22, ideological Weapon for Restricting Bourgeois 
Right 

4 Ths Preface = published elsewhere in this volume. 

S. The Bolshevik Party did not ‘choose’. This 'choice’ was imposed by the external and inter- 
nal conditions of the October Revolution. “The salvation ef Russie lies not enly in a geod 
hervest en the peasant farms - that is mol enough; and net only in the good conditien of 
light industry, which prevides the peasantry with consumer goods - thal, tee, is not enough. 
We also need HEAVY industry. And to pat it in good conditiea will require many years 
werk.” And further. "Uniess we save heavy industry, aniess we restore it, we shall net be able 
te balld up any industry; and witheat that we shall be deemed alfegether as an independent 
country.” (Lenam). 

6. "We are in the habit of saying that industry is the main foundatien of our entire national 
ecenemy, including agriculture, that it is the key to the recomstraction of our backward and 
scattered system of agriculture on a coliectivist basia. That is perfectly true. From that po- 
sition we must not retreal for a single mement. But it must also be remembered thal, while 
industry is the main foendation, agriculture constitutes the heais fer industrial develop- 
ment, both as a market which absorbs the products ef industry and as a supplier of raw 
materials and foodsinfis, an well as a source of the export reserves essential im erder to ln- 
port machinery fer the needs of cer national ecomomy. Can we advance industry while 
leaving agriculture in a state ef complete technical beckwardness, without providing an ag- 
ricuitural hese for industry, without reconstructing agriculture and bringing i up te the 
level of industry”? No, we cannot 

"Hence the task ef supplying agriculture with the maximem amount of instruments and 
means of predaction essential in erder to accelerate and promote its reconstruction en a 
mew technical basis. Bat for the accomplishment ef this task a fast rate of development of 
our industry is mecessary.” (Stalin, Indmustrialisation of the Country and the Right Deviation 
im the CPSU(B), speech delivered at the Plenum of the CC, CPSU(B), 19 November 1922, 
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Works Vol 11). 


7. The following are the figures on the production of large-scale industry between 1913-1937, 
in billions of roubles, in invariable prices of 1926/7. 


Year Producer Consumer 
Goods Goods 

1913 4.7 63 

_ 1917 3.7 32 
1920 0.9 08 
1928 78 9.0 
1932 21.7 172 
1937 $3.3 369 


& Bourgcoss writers usually break off this quotation at this point, thus tearing it out of its con- 
text, for the sole purpose of stressing Stalin's alleged nationalism and lack of proletarian inter- 
nationalism. To expose this, not very clever, fraud, we have reproduced the quotation in its 
entirety. 

9. It may come as a discovery to our 'Manusts’ from the China Policy Study Group, but it is 
nevertheless a fact that even the avowedly bourgeois Children’s Encyclopaedia published 
about 1948 in an imperialist country like Britain contains well-known truths about Soviet life 
such as the follows: 


"The second plan was even more impressive than the first bat had a less austere aim. The 
well-being of people was to be doubled and the collective farmers made well-to-do ... food- 
staffs and ‘things’ generally were to be increased to supply the needs of the workers. 
Roughly speaking Russia aimed at doubling her 1932 output .. New hospitals, rest homes, 
schools, day narseries, wash houses, reading-rooms, clubhouses, sports-grounds, and so on, 
have increased in number. The consumption of meat, milk, eggs, fats, sugar, clothes, and 
shoes has more than doubled .. Today the workers look on the machine not as a cause of 
unemployment bet as the liberator of mankind, for as machines take over more and more 
of man’s work, the population reaps the reward in more goods to consume, higher wages, 
better working conditions, a shorter working day. But absolate political freedom, in our 
sense of the word is stil] anknown to the Russian. Presomably he does not much miss 
something which he has never had. Bat he has social and economic liberties which mean a 
great deal. He is at liberty to consider himself any man’s equal. Service to the community 
alone determines social position If he ts too old to work he is pensioned; if he ts ill, he is 
cared for. His children are educated by the Stale until they are 17 .. This sincere love of 
their country was proved to be inborn in every Rassian both townsman and peasant alike, 
when the Nazi hordes invaded their country in — 1941. Its armed forces fought to the 
death, the factory workers toiled without respite, and the peasants did nol hesitate to de- 
stroy everything of value to the edvancing Nazis.” | caving aside the usual slanders about 
lack of freedom under the dictatorship of the proletanat in general and the ‘love' of the Rus- 
sian people for lack of freedom in particular, the above-quoted paragraphs undeniably depict 
the truth about the material and spiritual well-being of the Soviet people during the time 
under discussion; they truthfully reflect the enthusiasm and joy of the Soviet people and their 
love for the land of socialism, and for the Party of Lenin and Stalin, which totally contradicts 
the’ assertion of our ’Manasts’ about the Soviet peasantry being a “sallen, disenchanted 
force.” 
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10. The Histery ef the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (Bolsheviks) - Short Course 
was written by Comrade Stalin, and was a volume of his Collected Works. 

11. Further proof of the fact that the slanders by the China Policy Study Group and their ilk 
spread against Stalin and the CPSU(B) that be led are nothing but slandcrs was the publica- 
tion in the mid-1970s by the Foreign Languages Publishing House (Pcking) of Comrade 
Stalin's writings On the Oppesition, all of which are extremely relevant to the arguments 


Part VII 


On The Mechanics Of Class Struggle 
Under The Dictatorship Of The 
Proletariat 


"It is necessary to shatter and discard the rotten 
theory to the effect that with every step of progress 
which we make the class struggle here is bound to 
die down more and more ..." 


Stalin, 1937 


Chapter 20 


On the Mechanics of Class Struggle 
under the Dictatorship of the Proletariat 


[Written by way of o Preface to Stalin's writings em Gee Mechanics of Class Straggie 
under the Dictatorship ef the Proletariat) 


Qe ee eee ee 
triumphed in the Soviet Union. Many so-called anti- revisionists hold 
Stalin responsible for the victory of revisionism in the USSR: 

“While it is rue that the anti-Stalin platform was vital to the adoption of a 
comprehensive revisionist programme, it cannot be said that revisionism only 
gained ascendancy after Stalin's death ...° So says MF in Marxst-Leninist 
Quarterly no. 2, p8. 

They blame him, first and foremost, for holding ’erroncous’ views on the 
question of classes and class struggic under socialism and on the question of 
the state. To be more specific, they accuse him of saying m 1936 that classes 
in every sense of the expression had been climimated in the Soviet Union; of 
the “assumption that restoration could only occur through outside interven- 
tion" as, allegedly according to Stalin, "the internal class struggle was at an 
end in the Soviet Union in 1939; they accuse him also of holding a view- 
point on the question of the state which “departs radically from Marxism- 
Leninismn.* This, then, m a nutshell ts the first and foremost accusation ic- 
velled against Stalin. 

For quite some time this accusation has been loosely, but generally only 
by word of mouth, spread around the anti-revistonist movement. And as 
long as it was done only by way of rumour it was very difficult to come to 
grips with it, for nobody knew who had said what, or where and when it had 
been said. Now, however, an organisation calling itself anti-revisionist, but 
consistently puttmg forward the ideology of revisionism, has put down in 
writing most of the accusations that had hitherto circulated only privately, 
by word of mouth, im gossip fashion. This organisation ts called the Com- 
munist Federation of Britain (Marxist-Leninist) (CFB). In number 2 of its 
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theoretical journal, Mamnast-Leninist Quarterly, it published an article by a 
certain MF. This article contains most of - nearly all - the above-mentioned 
accusations, as well as other accusations against Comrade Stalin. We shall 
be dealing with the above accusation, as well as others; in doing so we shall, 
of necessity, be forced to mention this gentleman MF as well as the organi- 
sation he belongs to, not because as an individual and as an organisation re- 
spectively they are worth while wasting one’s time on, but because they 
represcnt one of the most dangerous semi-Menshevik,' semi-Trotskyist 

trends in the anti-revisionist movement, masquerading as Marxist-Leninist, 
and deceiving and misleading people in the working-class movement by the 
use of Marman phrascology. 

The second and the third accusations also come from MF of the CFB. 
The second accusation ts that during the leadership of Stalin in the USSR, 
“nationalist degeneration" had set in; that Stalin and the Party had lost the in- 
temmationalist perspective; that they regarded the building of socialism in the 
USSR as an cad im itself; that, not considenng the Soviet revolution as part 
and parcel of the world proletanan revohution, they subordinated the inter- 
ests of the latter to those of the former. 

The third accusation is that during the period of Stalin, the Party had 
become “increasingly divorced from the masses"; that there was “the absence 
of a mass line’ resulting in the "degeneration of the Party and the State," the 
mishandling of the social contradictions, and the “cornplete controf of the 


bourgeotsic. According to MF, this third ‘error’ of Stalin’s was responsible 
for the first two. 


The fourth accusation against Stalin comes from the anti- revisionists of 
the Finsbury Communist Association (FCA). According to the FCA, it was 
“Stalin and Zhdanov's attitude to the Soviet untelligentsia expressed at the 18th 
Party Congress and subsequently wniten into the Party Rules® which was te- 
sponsible for the fact that “the Soviet Union degenerated." 

Having specified above the various accusations against Stalin, they will 
now be dealt with one by one. The fact that these remarks are published as 
a preface to the present collection of Comrade Stalin’s writings will not 
allow of an exhaustive treatment of the questions raised and we may, there- 
fore, be obliged at some time in the near future to return to the subject. In 
the meantime something must be said to counter the above bourgeois at- 
tacks on Stalin, to counter the inventors of the ’errors’ of Stalin. 
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NOTES 


lL. The Mensheviks were a petty-bourgeois tendency in the working-class movement in Rus- 
sia, who were opposed to revolutionary Bolshevism - Leninism. They opposed and revised 
Marxism, expunging it of its revolutionary essence. 

2. The fact that occasionally people from the CFB waged a battle of words against Trotskymm 
im a0 wey prevented them from being Trotskyists. As this Preface showed, all the altacks of 
the CFB on Stalia were taken out on hire from the Trotskyist armoury. 


Chapter 21 


Classes and Class Struggle 


Did Stalin say in 1936 in his Speech on the Draft Constitution of 
the USSR that classes in every sense of the expression had already 
come to an end in the USSR? 


Nes Comrade Stalin is dealing here with the changes in the 
life of the USSR in the period from 1924 to 1936. He contrasts the 
backwardness of 1924 with the socialist advancement that had been 
achieved between then and 1936. Having dealt with the advance registered 
during those years by socialist industry, the collectivisation of agniculture, 
the state monopoly of trade, the elimination of the kulaks and capitalists, 
Comrade Stalin goes on to say: 

"Thus the complete victory of the Socialist systern in all spheres of the na- 
tional economy is now a fact. 

“And what does this mean? 

"It means that the exploitation of man by man has been abolished, elimt- 
nated, while the Socialist ownership of the implernents and means of produc- 
aon has been established as the unshakable foundation of our Soviet society. 

"As a result of all these changes in the sphere of the national economy of 
the USSR, we now have a new, Socialist economy, which knows neither crises 
our citizens with every opportunity to lead a prosperous and cultured life. 

“Such, in the main, are the changes which have taken place in the sphere of 
our economy during the period from 1924 to 1936. 

"In conformity with these changes in the economic life of the USSR, the 
Class Structure of our society has also changed. 

"The landlord class, as you know, had already been eliminated as a result 
of the victorious conclusion of the Civil War. As for the other exploiting 
Classes, they have shared the fate of the landlord class. The capitalist class in 
the sphere of industry has ceased to east. The kulak class in the sphere of agn- 
culture has ceased to east. And the merchants and profiteers in the sphere of 
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trade have ceased to east. Thus all the EXPLOITING classes have now been 
eluminated. 

“There remains the workang class. 

“There remains the peasant class. 

"There remains the intelligentsia." (Word in capital letters emphasised by 
me). 

It is perfectly clear from the above quotation that, when speaking about 
the elimination of classes, Comrade Stalin is not speaking here of the chmi- 
nation of classes in general, but of elimination of the “exploiting classes." It 
is perfectly true that by 25 November 1936, the date on which Comrade 
Stalin made his speech on the Draft Constitution of the USSR, classes - in 
the strictly economic sense of there being exploiting classes and the ex- 
ploited classes - had been climimated m the USSR. Once the capitalist, 
landlord and kulak classes had been eliminated, it was quite legitimate to 
talk, as did Comrade Stalin, about classes having come to an end. 

But just because Comrade Stalin maintamed, correctly in our view, that 
classes in the above sense of exploiting and exploited classes had been 
eliminated, does this mean that he maintained also that classes m every 
other sense of the expression had been climinated as well? No, it does not 
mean that. On the contrary, Comrade Stal stated very cicarly that there 
remained in the Soviet Union two classes. To repeat, he said: 

“There rernains the peasant class”. 

And further, outlining the significance of the changes in the class struc- 
ture of the Sovict Union in the period from 1924 to 1936, Comrade Stalin 
continued: 

“And what do these changes [in the class structure of the USSR] signify? 

"Firstly, they signify that the dividing line between the working class and the 
peasantry, and between these classes and the intelligentsia, ARE BEING OB- 
LITERATED, and that the old class exclusiveness is disappearing. This 
means that THE DISTANCE BETWEEN THESE SOCIAL GROUPS IS 
STEADILY DIMINISHING. 


"Secondly, they signify that the ECONOMIC CONTRADICTIONS BE- 
TWEEN THESE SOCIAL GROUPS ARE DECLINING, ARE BECOM- 
ING OBLITERATED. 
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“And lastly, they signify that the POLITICAL CONTRADICTIONS BE- 
TWEEN THEM ARE ALSO DECLINING AND BECOMING OBLIT- 
ERATED." (My emphasis). 

As can be seen very clearly, Comrade Stalin is by no means saying that 
classes in every sense of the expression had been climinated; much less ts he 
maintaining that all economic and political contradictions had come to an 
end in the USSR. Far from it: Comrade Stalin says that exploiting classes 
had been climinated, but there still remained in the USSR two classes, the 
working class and the peasantry, “whose interests - far from being hostile - are, 
on the contrary, friendly.” The dividing line between the working class and 
the peasantry, and between these two classes and the imtelligentsia, had 
NOT yet been obliterated, but was in the course of being so; the economic 
contradictions between the remaining classes and strata had NOT yet been 
abolished, but were being abolished; the political contradictions between 
these social groups had NOT yct been abolished, but were travelling on the 
road leading to the abolition of these contradictions. Can any of the above 
statements be denied? No, it cannot. In other words, what Comrade Stalin 
said was that by 1936 there were no ANTAGONISTIC classes in the Soviet 
Union, that there were only two classes, the working class and the peas- 
antry, whose interests, far from being hostile, were on the contrary friendly. 

Dealing with the principal specific features of the Draft Constitution, 
Comrade Stalin had the following to say, which has a direct bearing on the 
question of classes now under discussion: 

“Unlike the bourgeois constitutions, the draft of the new Constitution of the 
USSR proceeds from the fact there are no longer any ANTAGONISTIC 
classes in society; that society consists of TWO friendly classes, of workers and 
peasants; that it is these classes, the labouring classes, that are in power, that 
the guidance of society by the STATE (THE DICTATORSHIP) is in the 
hands of the worlang class, the most advanced class in society; that a Constitu- 
tion is needed for the purpose of consolidating a social order desired by and 
beneficial to the working people. 

“Such is the third specific feature of the draft uf the new Constitution." (My 
emphasis). 

Thus, according to Stalin, Soviet society was NOT without classes; it was 
only WITHOUT ANTAGONISTIC CLASSES; # consisted of TWO 
friendly classes, the working class and the peasantry. There was also m cex- 
istence the state (dictatorship), which was in the hands of the working class, 
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the most advanced class in society. All this shows the falsity of the assertion 
that according to Stalin classes im every sense of the expression had been 
eliminated in the Sovict Union. If Stalin had said anything like that, there 
would not be much point in him talking about the preservation of the state 
(the dictatorship), and the guidance of society by this state being in the 
hands of the working class, the most advanced class, for it is useless talking 
about the most advanced class unless there exists also a backward class 
compared with which this class can be called the advanced class. The Soviet 
Draft Constitution, and Stalin, proceeded from the presupposition that 
there were two classes. 


If what has been stated above 1s still regarded as insufficient by those 
who make the slanderous allegation against Comrade Stalin that he believed 
that classes in every sense of the expression had been abolished, that there 
were no more classes in the Soviet Union, we make one final attempt to 
help these people see the error of their ways and to help them come to the 
correct path - if that is at all possible. It is well known that Article 1 of the 
Draft Constitution dealt with the class composition of Soviet society, it 
spoke of the Soviet state as the "State of workers and peasants." Four 
amendments were submitted to this Article. One amendment proposed 
that for the words “State of workers and peasants" the words “state of the 
working people* be substituted. According to the second amendment, the 
words "state of the workers and peasants" should have been followed by the 
words "and working intelligentsia". The third amendment demanded that 
Article 1, instead of referring to the "State of workers and peasants," should 
speak of the “state of all races and nationalities inhabiting the territory of the 
USSR®*. And the fourth amendment proposed that the words “collective far- 
mers” or “toilers of Socialist agriculture" be substituted for the word ‘peas- 
ants”. 

Comrade Stalin opposed the adoption of all these amendments. Some of 
his arguments in opposition to the above four amendments, which are rele- 
vant to the point under dispute, are reproduced below. Here is part of what 
Comrade Stalin had to say in opposition to these amendments: 

"What does Article 1 of the Draft Constitution speak of? It speaks of the 
class composition of Soviet society. Can we Marxists ignore the question of 
the class composition of our society in the Constitution? NO, WE CANNOT. 
AS WE KNOW, SOVIET SOCIETY CONSISTS OF TWO CLASSES, 
WORKERS AND PEASANTS. And it is of this that Article 1 of the Draft 
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Constitution speaks. Consequently, Article I of the Draft Constitution property 
reflects the class composition of our society ... " 
And further: 


“It would also be wrong to substitute for the word ‘peasant’ the words 'col- 
lective farmer’ or 'toiler of Socialist agriculture’. In the first place, besides the 
collective farmers, there are still over a million households of non- collective 
farmers among the peasantry. What is to be done about thern? Do the authors 
of this arnendment propose to strike them off the books? That would be un- 
wise. Secondly, the fact that the majority of the peasants have started collec- 
fave farming does not mean that they have already ceased to be peasants, that 
they no longer have their personal economy, their own households, etc. Third- 
ly, for the word ‘worker’ we would have to substitute the words ‘totler of Social- 
ist industry’, which, however, the authors of the amendment for some reason or 
other do not propose. Finally, have the working class and the peasant class al- 
ready disappeared<in our country? And if they have not disappeared, is i 
worth while deleting from our vocabulary the established names for then? 
Evidently, what the authors of the amendment have in mind is not present so- 
ciety, but future society, when classes will no longer east and when the workers 
and peasants will have been transformed into totlers of a homogeneous Com- 
munist society. Consequently, they are obviously running ahead. But in draw- 
ing up @ constitution one must not proceed from the future, but from the 
present, from what already easts. A constitution should not and must not run 
ahead." 

In other words, classes had not been eliminated even though the exploit- 
ing Classes had been done away with; consequcatly, Soviet society was still at 
the lower phase of Communism, which is characterised by the non-existence 
of exploiting classes, the non-existence of exploitation of man by man; it had 
still to reach the higher phase of communism, "when classes will no longer 
east and when the workers and peasants will have been transformed into toi- 
lers of hornogeneous communist society,” im which socicty shall prevail the 
formula: From each according to his ability, to each according to his need. 

Clear, one would have thought. 


If, after all that has been said above, slanders on this question still persist 
against Comrade Stalin, if the slanderers refuse to take note of the above 
stubborn facts, we shall simply have to answer them in the words of the fa- 
mous Russian proverb: "Laws are not made for fools’. 
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Did Stalin say that complete communism had been built In the 
USSR? 


Some critics with a very fertile imagination (manured imagination would 
be a better expression) - and hence a great ability to dish out meaningless 
rubbish - go on to assert that since, according to Stalin, exploiting classes 
had been climinated and there was no class to suppress, it meant, therefore, 
that complete communism had been built and consequently there was no 
need for the existence of the state in the USSR. But the state in the USSR 
existed still. The net result of all this, according to these ’critics’ - bourgeois 
scribblers to be more accurate - is that Stalin had made an ’error’; he had 
not realised that Soviet society was far away from the final goal of a classless 
communist society. In making this assertion the penny-a-line bourgeois 
scnbblers are showing not only their passion for slander and distortion but 
also their downright ignorance. In the very same speech on the Draft Con- 
stitution in which he ts supposed, according to these ’critics’, to have made 
the above phantom error, Comrade Stalin has this to say on the level of de- 
velopment of Soviet society: 

“Our Soviet society has already, in the main, succeeded in achieving So- 
cialisrn; it has created a Socialist system, i.e., it has brought about what Mar- 
xists in other words call the first, or lower, phase of Communism. Hence, in the 
main, we have already achieved the first phase of Communism, Socialism. 
The fundarnental panciple of this phase of Cormmunism is, as you know, the 
formula: ’From each according to his ability, to each according to his work’. 
Should our Constitution reflect this fact, the fact that Socialism has been 
achieved? Unquestionably, it should. It should, because for the USSR Social- 
isn is something already achieved and won. 

"But Soviet society has not yet reached the higher phase of Communism, in 
which the ruling principle will be the formula: 'From each according to his 
abilities, to each according to his needs’, although it sets itself the aim of 
achieving the higher phase of Communism in the future. Can our Constitution 
be based on the higher phase of Communism, which does not yet exist and 
which has still to be achieved? No, it cannot, because for the USSR the higher 
phase of Communism is something that has not yet been realised, and which 
has to be realised in the future. It cannot, if it is not to be converted into a@ pro- 
gramme or declaration of future achievernents. Such are the limits of our con- 
stitution at the present historical moment." 


Chapter 21 CLASSES AND CLASS STRUGGLE §23 


Clear, we think. 


Can one, without ceasing to be a Marxist-Leninist, talk of exploiting 
classes having been abolished while the state still exists? 


Now the question arises: once the exploiting classes had been elimi- 
nated, the kulaks defeated in the open battlefield, and the lower phase of 
Communism, 1.e., Socialism, with its formula "From each according to his 
ability, to each according to his work’ achieved, in these circumstances was 
it legitimate for Stalin to talk, as he actually did, about classes having come 
to an end and there being no class left to suppress? We believe it was quite 
legitimate for Comrade Stalin to speak of classes having come to an end. 
Classes had come to an end in the USSR in the economic sense of the ex- 
pression, in that there were no exploiters and no exploited; in that the work- 
ing class, having come to power, had already used its "political supremacy" to 
"wrest ... all capital from the bourgeoisie" and increased “the total of produc- 
tive forces" very rapidly indeed. So we had a proletarian state which was 
without classes, which had no classes in the sense of there being exploiting 
and exploited classes. But can one speak, as a Marxist-Leninist, of a state 
which is without classes in the sense we have just been speaking above? 
Yes, one certainly can. But the bourgeois ’critics’, such as MF of the CFB, 
Professor George Thomson * and others say: No, one certainly cannot 
speak of a state in which there are no classes in the above sense. They in- 
form us that one cannot speak of a state in which there are no exploiting 
classes. They swear by Manusm-Leninism (poor Marx! poor Lenin!) that 
they are right, and are full of malicious glee at having ’proved’ what they had 
set out to prove with a zeal worthy of a better cause, viz., that Stalin was giv- 
ing utterance to anti-Maruian, anti- Leninist nonsense when, in his speech 
on the 1936 Draft Constitution, as well as in his speech to the 18th Congress, 
he said that exploiting classes had been eliminated in the USSR. There 1s 
one ‘little’ snag, however. Our ’critics’, MF as well as the illustrious Profes- 
sor Thomson, have overlooked a trifle - namely that Lenin thought other- 
wise than do these ’Leninists’, the MFs, the Thomsons and the other 
bourgeois cretins (beg your pardon, ’Marxists’) of this world. That V_I. cer- 
tainly reckoned that the state would exist for a considerable period of time 
WITHOUT CLASSES becomes perfectly clear from the following treat- 
ment of the subject by him. In Chapter V of his book State and Revolution, 
Lenin discusses "The Economic Basis of the Withering Away of the State". 
Having dealt with the "Presentation of the Question by Marx," and the "Tran- 


§24 TROTSKYISM OR LENINISM? Part VII 


sition from Capitalism to Communism," Lenin goes on to deal with the ques- 
tion of the "First Phase of Communist Society". In this first phase of com- 
mumist society, says Lenin: 

"The means of production are no longer private property of individuals. 
The means of production belong to the whole of society. Every member of so- 
ciety, performing a certain part of the socially-necessary work, receives a certifi- 
cate from society to the effect that he has done such and such arnount of work. 
And with this certificate he receives from the public store of articles of con- 
sumption a corresponding quantity of products. After a deduction is made of 
the amount of labour which goes to the public fund, every worker, therefore, re- 
ceives from society as much as he has given to tt. 

“Equality’ apparently reigns supreme." 

But, “Equal right” here is still a “bourgeois right," which has not yet been 
abolished in its entirety, so inequality still prevails. 

Continues Lenin: 

“Equal right’, says Marx, we indeed have here; but it is still a ‘bourgeois 
right’, which, like every right, presupposes inequality, Every right is an applica- 
tion of an equal measure to different people who in fact are not alike, are not 
equal to one another; that is why ‘equal right’ is really a violation of equality 
and an injustice. Indeed, every man, having performed as much social labour 
as another, receives an equal Share of the social product (after the above men- 
tioned deductions ). 

“But people are not alike: one is strong, another is weak; one is married, 
another is not; one has more children, another has less, and so on. And the 
conclusion Marx draws ts: 

" .. with an equal performance of labour, and hence an equal share in the social con- 
semption fund, one will in faci receive more than another, one will be richer than an- 
other, and so on. To avoid all these defects, right imstead of being equal woald have to be 
unequal’ 

“Hence, the fust phase of Communism cannot yet produce justice and 
equality: differences, and unjust differences, in wealth will still east, but the ex- 
ploitation of man by man will have become impossible, because it will be un- 
possible to seize the means of production, the factories, machines, land, etc., 
as private property. While smashing Lassalle’s petty-bourgeois confused 
phrases about ‘equality’ and justice’ in general Marx shows the course of de- 
velopment of communist society, which is compelled to abolish at first only the 
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‘injustice’ of the means of production having been seized by individuals, and 
which ts unable at once to eliminate the other injustice, which consists in the 
distribution of articles of consurnption according to the ammount of labour per- 
formed’ (and not according to needs). 


“The vulgar economists, including the bourgeois professors and ’our’ Tugan 
among thern, constantly reproach the Socialists with forgetting the inequality of 
people and with ‘dreaming’ of eliminating this inequality. Such a reproach, as 
we See, only proves the extrerne ignorance of Messrs the bourgeois ideologists. 

“Marx not only most scrupulously takes account of the inevitable inequality 
of men, but he also takes into account the fact that the mere conversion of the 
means of production into the common property of the whole of society (com- 
monly called Socialism’) does not remove the defects of distribution and the 
inequality of ‘bourgeois right’ which conGinues to prevail as long as products 
are divided 'according to the amount of labour performed’. Continuing, Marx 
Says: 

‘But these defects are imevitable im the first phase of communist society as it is when 
if bas just emerged after prolonged birth pangs from capitalist society. Right can mever 
be higher than the economic structure of seciety and its cultural development conditioned 
thereby’. 

“And so, in the first phase of communist society (usually called Socialism) 
‘bourgeots night’ is not abolished in its entirety, but only in part, only in propor- 
Gon to the economic revolution so far attained, t.e.. only in respect of the 
means of production. ‘Bourgeois right’ recognises thers as the private property 
of individuals. Socialism converts them into common property. To that extent 
- and to that extent alone - bourgeois right’ disappears. 

“However, it continues to east as far as its other part is concerned, it con- 
unues to east in the capacity of regulator (determining factor) in the distribu- 
tion of products and the allotment of labour among the members of society. 
The socialist principle: "He who does not work, neither shall he eat’, is already 
realised; the other socialist principle: ‘An equal amount of products for an 
equal ammount of labour’, is also giready realised. But this is not yet Commun- 
ism, and it does not yet abolish "bourgeois right’, which gives to unequal indi- 
viduals, in retum for unequal (really unequal) amounts of labour, equal 
amounts of products. 

“This is a ’defect’, says Marx, but if is unavoidable in the first phase of 
Communism; for if we are not to indulge in utoptanism, we must not think that 
having overthrown capitalism people will at once learn to work for society 
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without any standard of nght; and indeed the abolition of capitalism does not 
unmediately create the economic premises for Such a change. 

“And there is no other standard than that of ‘bourgeois right’. To this ex- 
tent, therefore, there still remains the need for a state, which, while safeguard- 
ing the public ownership of the means of production, would safeguard equality 
in labour and equality in the distribution of products.” 

After the above remarkably profound analysis, that giant, Lenin, pro- 
ceeds to state the following conclusions, which flow from the preceding ana- 
lysis. Professor Thomson, MF, and suchlike bourgeois dabblers in the 
working-class movement would do well to note these conclusions carefully 
and grasp (that is, if they are at all capable of such a thing) the real meaning 
of these profound conclusions. Here are these conclusions of Lenin’s: 

“The state withers away in so far as there are no longer any capitalists, any 
classes, and consequently, no class can be suppressed. 

"But the state has not yet completely withered away, since there still re- 
mains the safeguarding of "bourgeois right’, which sanctifies actual inequality. 
For the state to wither away completely complete Communism is necessary." 

Thus it is perfectly clear that Lenin was firmly of the view that the state 
would continue to exist after the first phase of Communism had been 
achieved, even though there were "no longer any capitalists, any classes, and 
consequently, no class” that "can be suppressed." Let Professor Thomson, 
and others who agree with him, now say: "Here the exploiting classes have 
been elirninated; the class struggle, it would seern, is at an end.“ We must as- 
sume that both MF and Professor Thomson are well aware of the contents 
of State and Revolution, in particular the above conclusions that appear on 
page 113. MF himself quotes Lenin’s State and Revolution and one of the 
quotations that he uses in his article is separated from the above conclu- 
sions by no more than a couple of pages; it must be presumed that he was 
actually able to read as far as page 113. And, as for Professor Thomson, 
whose book From Marx to Mao Tse-tung consists of nothing but a collection 
of quotes from Marx, Engels, Lenin, Stalin and Mao, interspersed with a 
few distortions, these distortions being his only contnbution to the study of 
’revolutionary dialectics’, we must presume that he, Thomson the ’Leninist’, 
too has read page 113 of Lenin’s State and Revolution. Yet both of them at- 
tack Stalin for departing from Leninism when, as a matter of fact, Stalin was 
only following in the footsteps of Lenin. Actually, if these courageous fel- 
lows must attack someone for holding ’anti-Marxian’ views on the question 


Chapter 21 CLASSES AND CLASS STRUGGLE §27 


of classes and class struggle under socialism, they ought to be attacking 
Comrade Lenin as well, in whose wake Comrade Stalin was following. We 
look forward to a display of such courage from you, Messrs ’critics’! 


It can thus be seen that cither our 'critics’ - who are critics merely be- 
cause of the amount of rhetorical horsepower they use rather than by the 
depth of their analysis - have not read page 113 of Lenin’s State and Revol- 
ution, or they have read it but not understood it, or they have read and 
understood what appears on this page but are deliberately keepmg quiet 
and directing their blows at Stalin while actually meaning to hurt Lenin. 
For, if their criticism’ of Stalin ts correct then, as shown above, this same 
‘criticism’ becomes equally true of Lenin. It can now clearly be seen that 
these people are not only enemies of Stalin, they are enemies also of Lenin; 
that they are not just anti-Stalinists, they are in fact anti-Leninists. This is 
the truth and no amount of rhetorical horsepower can get rid of this truth. 

Thus it turns out that when Stalin said that the exploiting classes had 
been climinated, he found himself in quite good company, that of Comrade 
Lenin. Thus it is clear that Stalin was saying nothing new, he was only re- 
peating what Lenin had said at the beginning of 1917. Stalin was only recor- 
ding the establishment in the Soviet Union as a fact of what Lenm had 
spoken by way of an anticipation. If the Thomsons and MFs of this world 
think that Stalin was being anti-Maruan on the question of classes, in all 
fairness they must level the same allegation against Comrade Lenin. In all 
fairness, they must say that on the question of classes in socialist society, 
Lenin was just as ’anti-Mapaan’ as was Stalin. In all fairness they must ex- 
tend the ‘logic’ of their argument in its application from Stalin to Lenin, so 
that all may clearly see through the logical’ absurdity of these anti-Lenimist 
’annihilators’ of Stalin. Perhaps in attacking Stalin the Thomsons, MFs and 
other mealy-mouthed ’communists’ of this world are indirectly but inten- 
Gonally directing their blows against Lenin? In that case, why don’t they 
have the courage to say so? What prevents them from making such an open 
admission? We can only assume that it is their desire not to be detected as 
enemies of Leninism which prevents them from openly attacking Lenm 
They want to carry on doing the dirty work of ’annihilating’ Leninism, while 
paying ritual respect to the name of Comrade Lenin. They even call them- 
selves Leninists. This is really ’mutiny on one’s knees’, to use Lenin’s ex- 
pression. 


Thus it is clear that either these people are unaware of the complete 
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coincidence, complete agreement, between the views of Lenin and Stalin on 
the question of classes in a socialist society, or they are aware of it but have 
not got the courage and honesty to hurl at Lenin the very same accusation 
that they hurl at Stalin, or, worse still, they are making a poorly concealed 
attempt to attack Leninmism on a very important theoretical question - a 
question which is of far-reaching practical significance to the world proleta- 
rian movement. In this they are only following the trail blazed by the Trot- 
skyists who, whenever they want to attack Lemmism (and this they do every 
day), partly out of cowardice and partly out of diplomatic considcrations 
Le., a desire not to be detected as anti-Leninist counter- revolutionary Trot- 
skyites that they are, attack ’Stalinism’ - and invariably in the name of Lenin. 


NOTE 


A: Professor George Thomson’s attacks were dealt with in more detail in the Preface to 
Stalin’s works On Collectivisation, which is reproduced cariier in the present volume. 


Chapter 22 


Intensification of Class Struggle 
under Socialism 


id Stalin adhere to the theory of subsidence of class struggle under so- 
cialism? Did he make the "assunption that restoration could only occur 
through outside intervention"? 

Just because Stalin said that antagonistic classes did not exist in the 
USSR, does it mean that he was thereby asserting that the class struggle it- 
self had come to an end and that from then on the Soviet people could rest 
on them laurels? No, it does not mcan that. 

According to the bourgeois critics, however, Stalin believed that class 
struggle had come to an end in the Soviet Union. Therefore, they assert, 
Stalin believed that the restoration of capitalism im the Soviet Union could 
take place ONLY through external intervention against the Soviet Union. 

Professor Thomson, for example, quotes the following extracts from 
Stalin’s speech on the Draft Constitution: 


"The landlord class, as you know, had already been eliminated as a result 
of the victorious conclusion of the civil war. As for the other exploiting classes, 
they have shared the fate of the landlord class. The capitalist class in the 
sphere of industry has ceased to east. The kulak class in the sphere of agricul- 
ture has ceased to est. Thus, all the exploiting classes have now been elumni- 
nated." 

And: "The draft of the new Constitution of the USSR proceeds from the 
fact that there are no longer any antagonistic classes in society." 

Thomson then proceeded to make the following strange comment by 
way of criticism of Stalin: 

"Here the exploiting classes have been eliminated; the class struggle, tt 
would seem, is at an end.” (p. 131). 

Would it indeed? Since when has the climination of the exploiting 
classes, in the sense spoken above, been equated with the elimination of 
class struggle? If they ever have been equated, this has entirely been the 
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work of the bourgeois Professors such as Professor Thomson, rather than 
that of Marust-Lenimists like Comrade Stalin. Never did Comrade Stalin 
say that the class struggle in the Soviet Union was at an end; all he said was 
that the exploiting classes had been eliminated. But the elimination of the 
exploiting classcs on the one hand and the elimination of the class struggle 
on the other hand arc two different things. As to the former, it has been 
shown above that they had been eliminated; as to the latter it will shortly be 
shown that, far from being eliminated, the class struggle not only continued 
but became fiercer. That this was Stalin’s view will be fully proved in the 
pages that follow. 


To turn to another 'critic’, namely MF, writing in the MLO, the theoreti- 
cal journal of the CFB, MF quotes the following passage from Comrade 
Stalin’s Foundations of Leninism: 

"But overthrowing the power of the bourgeoisie and establishing the power 
of the proletariat does not yet guarantee the complete victory of socialism. 
After consolidating its power and leading the peasantry after it, the proletariat 
of the advanced country can and must build up a socialist society. But does 
that mean that in this way the proletariat will secure a complete and final vic- 
tory for socialism, i.e., does it mean that with the forces of a single country it 
can finally consolidate socialism and fully guarantee that country against inter- 
vention, which means against restoration? Certainly not. That requires victory 
for the revolution in at least several countnes. It is therefore the essential task 
of the victorious revolution in one country to develop and support the revol- 
ution in others. So the revolution in a victorious country ought not consider it- 
self as a self-contained unit, but as an awaliary and a means of hastening the 
victory of the proletariat in other countries." 

Having quoted the above paragraph, MF comments: 


"We shall consider later what is meant by socialism's final’ victory, and re- 
late that to STALIN’S ASSUMPTION THAT RESTORATION COULD 
ONLY OCCUR THROUGH OUTSIDE INTERVENTION.” (Emphasis 
added). 


Only people who have lost all sense of shame and honesty can interpret 
the above remarks of Comrade Stalin’s in the way MF has interpreted them. 
Only people who have brokcn with Marxism- Leninism, who have lost the 
last remnants of ordinary human logic, never mind Marxism-Leninism, can 
give Comrade Stalin’s above-quoted remarks the meaning given to them by 
MF. 
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To return to Comrade Stalin’s remarks, what exactly is the meaning con- 
tained in the passage above? What exactly is Comrade Stalin saying? 

Comrade Stalin is emphasising, first, the necessity of building socialism 
in the USSR, the only socialist country at that time. He is emphasising, sec- 
ond, that socialism in the USSR cannot be consolidated, nor can the land of 
socialism be fully guaranteed against intervention, unless the revolution in a 
single country (the USSR) ts joined by victorious revolution “in at least sev- 
eral countries”. Comrade Stalin is emphasising, third, that a successful inter- 
vention against the USSR can mean only one thing, namely, restoration of 
capitalism, for the interventionist bourgeois states harbour no other interest. 
And finally he is emphasising that for all the above reasons, if for no other 
reason, the revolution in the USSR must consider itself part and parcel of 
the revolution in other countries, “as an auuliary and a means of hastening 
the victory of the proletanat in other countries” and not “as a self-contained 
unit’. 

In brief, it was necessary to build socialism in the USSR; left to itself the 
Soviet Union could successfully build socialism; it was improbable that the 
USSR would be left alone; a successful intervention would mean restoration 
of capitalism; and the only guarantee against intervention and for consolida- 
tion of socialism in the USSR was "victory for the revolution in at least several 
countries." 

Where, then, is Stalin’s alleged "assumption that restoration could only 
occur through outside intervention"? Nowhere. 

It is obvious that this ’assumption’ is a pure fabrication of MF’s imagin- 
ation. Stalin says that an intervention, if successful, would inevitably mean 
the restoration of capitalism - which is correct. MF distorts this remark and 
accuses Stalin of the “assumption that restoration could ONLY occur through 
outside intervention", which ts incorrect, and is something that Stalin never 
said. Yet all this ts presented to us as an analysis of the “origin and develop- 
ment of revisionism in the Soviet Union"! The kind of downright bourgeois 
trickery employed by MF in his ‘analysis’ is clear for everyone to see. 


Before proceeding any further it is necessary to emphasise one point, 
namely, that MF’s distortion about "Stalin's assumption that restoration 
could only occur through outside intervention" is based, as shown above, on a 
deliberate misinterpretation of a quotation from Stalin’s Foundations of Le- 
ninism, which is a collection of lectures Stalin delivered at the Sverdlov 
University at the beginning of April 1924. This date is very important. To 
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say on the basis of Comrade Stalin’s 1924 speech, as does MF, that accord- 
ing to Stalin “restoration could only occur through outside intervention", is to 
say that according to Stalia the internal class struggle had come to an end in 
192A. This is precisely what MF is actually saying. This accusation runs like 
a crumson thread throughout his article. Having attributed to Stalin, on the 
basis of a quotation from Foundations of Leninism, the “assurnption that res- 
toration could only occur through outside intervention", MF goes on to say: 
“Stalin’s position was in accord with the views expressed by Lenin as early as 
1915." Only one conclusion can be drawn from this comment of MF’s, 
namely, that as carly as 1915 it was Lenin’s “assumption that restoration 
could only occur through outside intervention"! How strange! 

MF will be found repeating on page 16 of his article this same accusation 
against Comrade Stahn im the following terms: 


"It emerges from this [the section of Comrade Stalin’s speech to the 18th 
Congress of the CPSU(B) quoted by MF] that the internal class struggle was 
at an end in the Soviet Union in 1939." The year 1939 is added for good 
mecasurc, by way of military ruse, m order to make the reader belicve that 
MF is accusing Stalin of the assumption that restoration could only occur 
through outside intervention” only as from 1939. As a matter of fact, as has 
been shown above, MF’s accusation is as from the year 1924. The accusa- 
tion 1s baseless in any case, but the penod from 1924 to 1939 is too mmport- 
ant to be left undealt with. Here are a few facts from this period relating to 
the question of class struggle (and ifs intensification) under socialism. 

If Stalm had believed in 1924, as is alleged by MF and suchlike crea- 
tures, that the "internal class struggle was at an end in the Soviet Union" and 
that ‘restoration could only occur through outside intervention,” then his 
struggle against the bourgeois tendencies - tendencies which, if allowed to 
gain ascendancy, would have led to the restoration of capitalism - against 
Bukharinism and Trotskyism would be completely inexplicable. 


Stalin’s struggle against Trotekyism and Bukharinism is only 
explicable on the basis that Stalin adhered to the theory of 
intensification of class struggle under socialism. 


What are the facts? The facts are that Stalin waged ruthless struggle 
against the ’left’ opportunist trend of Trotskyism. Had Trotskyism been vic- 
torious m its struggle against the policy of the Bolshevik Party, the result 
would mevitably have been the restoration of capitalism. We have shown 
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that in our pamphlets on Trotskyism. : 

Stalin also led the Party m waging a fherce and merciless struggle against 
the Right opportunist trend of Bukharinism. Had Bukharinism been vic- 
torious in its struggle against the policy of the Bolshevik Party, the result 
would just as inevitably have been the restoration of capitalism. 

Bukharinism, which held that class struggle under socialism was bound 
to subside, put forward the theory of the capitalists’ ‘peaceful growth into so- 
cialism." Bukharin’s theory was a disguised and very sophisticated form of 
advocacy of the restoration of capitalism in the USSR. 

Stalin waged fierce struggle against Bukharin’s kulak theory. Here are a 
few quotations - quotations which show that not only did Stalin not hold the 
view "that restoration could only occur through outside intervention", but also 
that he firmly adhered to the Marxist-Leninist theory of intensification of 
class struggle under socialism - from Comrade Stalin’s speeches in his ardu- 
ous, fierce, consistent and merciless struggle against Bukhaninism: 

"A victory of the Right deviation in our Party would mean an enormous 
strengthening of the capitalist elements in our country. And what does the 
strengthening of the capitalist elernents in our country mean? It means 
weakening the proletarian dictatorship and increasing the chances of restora- 
tion of capitalismn. 

"Consequently, a victory of the Right deviation in our Party would mean a 
development of the conditions necessary FOR THE RESTORATION of capi- 
talisrn in our country." (Collected Works, Vol 11 p.235 - emphasis added). 

Can anyone who has not yet parted company with his senses construe 
the above remarks to mean that Stalin held the view that ‘restoration could 
only occur through outside intervention"? No, such a conclusion cannot be 
derived by any sane person. If MF draws the conclusion he does, it hardly 
needs saying that his head is in need of being seen to. 


The only conclusion that can be drawn from the above remarks of 
Stalin’s is that restoration could also take place through the strengthening of 
the capitalist elements m the USSR, which is where a victory of the Right 
deviation would inevitably have led. 

Furthermore, comparing the Right deviation with the ’Left’ (Trotskyist) 
deviation in the CPSU(B), and emphasising that both these deviations led, 
although through different directions, to the same result, namely, restora- 
tion of capitalism, Comrade Stalin said this: 


§34 TROTSKYISM OR LENINISM? Part VI 


"Where does the danger of the Bight, frankly opportunist, deviation in our 
Party lie? In the fact that it underestimates the strength of our enemies, the 
strength of capttalisrn; it does not see the danger of the restoration of capital- 
ism, it does not understand the mechanism of the class struggle under the dic- 
tatorship of the proletariat and therefore so readily agrees to make concessions 
to capitalism, demanding a slowing down of the rate of development of our in- 
dustry, demanding concessions for the capitalist elements in town and country, 
demanding that the question of collective farms and state farms be relegated to 
the background, demanding that the monopoly of foreign wade be relaxed, etc., 
etc. 

"There its no doubt that the ttumph of the Right deviation in our Party 
would unleash the forces of capitalism, undermine the revolutionary positions 
of the proletanat and increase the chances of the restoration of capitalism in 
our country. 

"Where does the danger of the 'Lefi’ (Trotskyist) deviation in our Party lie? 
In the fact that if overestimates the strength of our enemies, the strength of 
capitalism, but cannot see the possibility of building socialism by the efforts of 
our country; if gives way to despair and is obliged to console itself with chatter 
about Thermidor tendencies in our Party. 

"From the words of Lenin that ‘as long as we live in a amall-peasant covatzy, 
there is a surer economic basis for capitalism in Russia than for communism’, the 'Left’ 
deviation draws the false conclusion that it is unpossible to build socialism in 
the USSR at all; that we cannot get anywhere with the peasantry, that the idea 
of an alliance between the worlang class and the peasantry ts an obsolete idea; 
that unless a victorious revolution in the West comes to our aid the dictator- 
ship of the proletariat in the USSR must fall or degenerate; that unless we 
adopt the fantastic plan of super- industrialisation, even at the cost of a split 
with the peasantry, the cause of socialisrn in the USSR must be regarded as 
doomed. 

"Hence the adventurism in the policy of the ’Left’ deviation. Hence its 
‘superhuman’ leaps in the sphere of policy. 

"There is no doubt that the triumph of the ’Left’ deviation in our Party 
would lead to the working class being separated from its peasant base, to the 
vanguard of the working class being separated from the rest of the working- 
class masses, and, consequently, to the defeat of the proletariat and to facilitat- 
ing conditions for the restoration of capitalisrn. 

"You see, therefore, that both these dangers, the 'Left’ and the Right, both 
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these deviations from the Leninist line, the Right and the 'Left’, lead to the 
same result, although from different directions.” (Collected Works, Vol 11 pp. 
240-241). 

Is it not clear from the above that Stalin was firmly of the view that resto- 
ration of capitalism could also take place through the victory of cither 
Bukharinism or Trotskyism, Le., without foreign intervention? It ts perfectly 
clear. Where, then, is to be found “Stalin’s assumption that restoration could 
only occur through outside intervention"? 

Further: 

Stalin: “Until now, we Marast-Leninists were of the opinion that between 
the capitalists of town and country, on the one hand, and the working class, on 
the other hand, there is an wreconcilable antagonism of interests. That ts what 
the Marast theory of class struggle rests on. But now, according to Bukharin’s 
theory of the capitalists’ peaceful growth into socialism, all this is aumed up- 
side down, the irreconcilable antagonism of class interests between the exploi- 
ters and the exploited disappears, the exploiters grow into socialism." 

Rosit: "That is not true, the cictatorship of the proletariat is presumed." 

Stalin: "BUT THE DICTATORSHIP OF THE PROLETARIAT IS THE 
SHARPEST FORM OF THE CLASS STRUGGLE." (Collected Works, Vol 
12 p. 32 - emphasis in capitals added). 

Continuing, Comrade Stalin asked: 

"Can the capitalists be ousted and the roots of capitalism destroyed without 
a fierce class struggie?" He answered: "No, they cannot." (Ibid. p. 34). 

"Can classes be abolished if the theory and practice of the capitalists grow- 
ing into socialism prevails? No, they cannot. Such theory and practice can 
only cultivate and perpetuate classes, for this theory contradicts the Marzast 
theory of the class struggle." (Ibid. pp. 34-35). 

"What can there be in common between Bukharin’s theory of kaulaks grow- 
ing into socialism and Lenin’s theory of the dictatorship as a fierce class 
struggle? Obviously, there is not, and cannot be, anything in common between 
them. 


"Bukharin thinks that under the dictatorship of the proletariat the class 
struggle must die down and come to an end so that the abolition of the classes 
may be brought about. Lenin, on the contrary, teaches us that classes can be 
abolished only by means of a stubbom class struggle, which under the dictator- 
ship of the proletariat becomes even fiercer than it was before the dictatorship 
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of the proletariat." (ibid. p. 35). 

Even before the struggle against the Right deviation - Bukharinism - 
began in earnest, Comrade Stalin had had occasion to remark that the 
whole advance of socialism proceeded through fierce class struggle. For 
developing socialism, which was squcezing out the capitalist enemies of the 
working class, could not but call forth the resistance of the dying classes. 
Here ts what Comrade Stalin had to say in his speech on 9 July 1928 to the 
Plenum of the Central Committee of the CPSU(B): 


"We often say that we are promoting socialist forms of economy in the 
sphere of industry. But what does that unply? It unplies that, by our advance 
towards socialism, we are squeezing out and niuining, perhaps without ourselves 
noticing it, thousands upon thousands of small and medium capitalist manu- 
facturers. Is it to be expected that these nuined people will keep silent and not 
atiernpt to organise resistance? Of course not. 

“We often say that it is necessary to restrict the exploiting proclivities of the 
kulaks in the countryside, that they must be heavily taxed and the right to rent 
land lirnited, that kulaks must not be allowed the right to vote in the election of 
Soviets, and so on and so forth. But what does that imply? It implies that we 
are gradually pressing upon and squeezing out the capitalist elements in the 
countryside, sometimes driving them to ruin. Is it to be presumed that the kau- 
laks will be grateful to us for this and will not endeavour to organise part of the 
poor peasants or middle peasants against the Soviet government's policy? Of 
course not. 

"Is it not obvious that our whole forward movernent, our every success of 
any importance in the sphere of socialist construction, is an expression and re- 
sult of the class struggle in our country? 

"But it follows from all this that the more we advance, the greater will be the 
resistance of the capitalist elements and the sharper the class struggle, while the 
Soviet government, whose strength will steadily increase, will pursue a policy of 
isolating these elernents, a policy of demnoralising the enemies of the working 
class, a policy, lastly, of crushing the resistance of the exploiters, thereby crea- 
ting a basis for the further advance of the worlang class and the main mass of 
the peasantry. 

"It must not be imagined that the socialist forms will develop, squeezing out 
the enemies of the worlang class, while our enemies retreat in silence and make 
way for our advance, that then we shall again advance and they will again re- 
eat until ‘unexpectedly’ all the social groups without exception, both kulaks 
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and poor peasants, both workers and capitalists, find themselves ‘suddenly’ 
and 'unperceptibly’, without struggle or commotion, in the lap of a socialist so- 
ciety. Such fairy tales do not and cannot happen in general, and in the condi- 
tions of the dictatorship of the proletariat in particular. 

“It never has been and never will be the case that a dying class surrenders 
its positions voluntarily without atlempting to organise resistance. It never has 
been and never will be the case that the working class could advance towards 
socialism in a class soctety without struggle or commotion. On the contrary, 
the advance towards socialism cannot but cause the exploiting elernents to re- 
sist the advance, and the resistance of the exploiters cannot but lead to the ine- 
vitable sharpening of the class struggle. 


"That is why the working class must not be lulled with talk about the class 
struggle playing a secondary role." (Collected Works Vol 11 pp. 179-180). 


Not being content with the distortion already dealt with, MF goes on to 
cite (page 15) the following passages from Stalin’s Report to the Eighteenth 
Congress of the CPSU(B) as ’proof of his assertion that Stalin believed 
“that the internal class struggle was at an end in the Soviet Union in 1939”. 


"The second phase was the period from the elirnination of the capitalist ele- 
ments in town and county to the complete victory of the Soctalist economic 
system and the adoption of the new Constitution. The principal task in this 
period was to establish the Socialist economic system all over the country and 
to elirninate the last remnants of the capitalist elements, to bring about a cultu- 
ral revolution, and to form a thoroughly modem army for the defence of the 
country. And the functions of our Socialist state changed accordingly. The 
function of military suppression inside the country ceased, died away, for ex- 
ploitation had been abolished, there were no more exploiters left, and so there 
was no one to suppress. In place of this function of suppression the state ac- 
quired the function of protecting Socialist property from thieves and pilferers of 
the people’s property. The function of defending the country from foreign at- 
tack fully rernained; consequently, the Red Army and the Navy also fully re- 
mained, as did the punitive organs and the intelligence service, which are 
indispensable for the detection and punishment of the spies, assassins and 
wreckers sent into our country by foreign espionage services. The function of 
economic organisation and cultural education by the state organs also re- 
mained, and was developed to the full. Now the main task of our state inside 
the country is the work of peaceful economic organisation and cultural educa- 
tion. As for our army, punitive organs, and intelligence service, their edge is no 
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longer turned (o the inside of the country but to the outside, against external 
enemies. 

"As you see, we have an entirely new, Socialist state, without precedent in 
history and differing considerably in form and functions from the Socialist 
state of the first phase." 

From the above quotation from Stalin’s speech, MF concludes: 


"It emerges from this that the internal class struggle was at an end in the So- 
viet Union in 1939." 
In our view, no such conclusion as the one drawn by MF is legitimate. 


The following points are relevant to understanding the meaning contained 
in the above-quoted remarks of Comrade Stalin’s: 


First, it is essential to understand the context in which Comrade Stalin 
made his remarks. There were certain people in the Party who were de- 
manding the relegation of the Soviet state ‘to the museum of antiquities" as 
the exploiting classes had already been abolished. Stalin in his reply was 
MAINLY concerned to show the erroneous nature of such demands by em- 
phasising the necessity of retaining the dictatorship of the proletariat. And 
"the dictatorship of the proletariat is the sharpest form of class struggle." 

"The dictatorship of the proletariat is the continuation of class struggle in 
new conditions. The dictatorship of the proletariat is a stubborn struggle - 
bloody and bloodless, violent and peaceful, military and economic, educa- 
tional and administrative - against the forces and traditions of the old society, 
against the external capitalist enemies, against the remnants of the exploiting 
classes at home, against the shoots of a new bourgeoisie that springs from the 
soil of commodity production which has not yet been eliminated.” (From the 
Programme of the Comintern). 


How, then, can one say, as does MF, that "it emnerges from this that the in- 
ternal class struggle was at an end in the Soviet Union in 1939°? Did Stalin 
ever assert that the dictatorship of the proletariat - this "sharpest form of 
class struggle” - had already become by 1939 unnecessary and antiquated? 
Did he cver say that the soil of commodity production had already by 1939 
been eliminated in the Soviet Union? No, he never did. On the contrary, he 
emphasiscd the necessity of retaining the dictatorship of the proletariat in 
1939 in his speech to the 18th Congress of the CPSU(B). And as regards 
the elimination of commodity production - this was far from being achieved 
even in 1952, never mind 1939. One has only to read Comrade Stalin’s 
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pamphlet Economic Problems of Socialism in the USSR to make this ’dis- 
covery’, which has proved so difficult for MF and creatures like him. 

Stalin, countering the opportunist distortions of Lenin’s writings, once 
said: 

“But to take Lenin in part, without desiring to take hirn as a whole, is to 
misrepresent Lenin.” (Collected Works, Vol 11 p. 171). 

It must now be added: But to take Stalin in part, without desiring to take 
him as a whole, is to misrepresent Stalin. 

This is precisely what MF and people like him, whose profession it is to 
find snippets of Stalin’s writings, quote them out of context, connect various 
bits that do not admit of any such connection, and come up with eclectic 
rubbish, actually do. They take Stalin in part, without desiring to take him 
as a whole, precisely because they want to distort him - misrepresent him. 
And all these fraudulent misrepresentations they present to the movement 
in the name of ’analysis’ of the Origin and Development of Revisionism in the 
Soviet Union! 


Second, in emphasising the necessity for retaining the Soviet state, Com- 
rade Stalin characterised the phases in its development, characterised the 
changes in the FORM of class struggle in the USSR. It is m this context 
that the above- quoted remarks from Stalin’s speech to the 18th Congress of 
the CPSU(B) appear; and it ts these remarks which our professional mis- 
representor, MF, has tried his best to distort. In these remarks of his, Com- 
rade Stalin is doing no more than giving expression to the real change in the 
external and internal position of the USSR; he is emphasising that AT 
THAT TIME the principal danger to the Soviet Union came from abroad, 
1.c., from fascist Germany, whereas internally the Soviet working class had 
temporanly emerged victorious in its struggle against the remnants of the 
former exploiting classes, which led as a matter of fact toa TEMPORARY, 
but nevertheless real, subsidence of class struggle INTERNALLY, Le., in 
the USSR. The same, however, was not true of the external - the interma- 
Uional - situation of the USSR, which in fact presented a picture of feverish 
intensification of class struggle. Consequently Stalin was absolutely justified 
in emphasising the class struggle EXTERNALLY, which emphasis, in the 
circumstances, was bound to appear as though it had been made at the ex- 
pense of the class struggle INTERNALLY. But actually it was not made at 
the expense of the class struggle internally. Stalin was absolutely right in 
maintaining that, IN THE CONDITIONS PREVAILING AT THAT 
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TIME, the way to deal with the class struggle EXTERNALLY was military 
preparedness on the part of the Soviet Union, while INTERNALLY the 
best method of dealing with tt was the arrest, trial and punishment of the 
enemies of the Soviet regime - spies, assassins, wreckers, etc. Stalin would 
indeed have made a mistake had he failed to shift the emphasis from the 
class struggle internally to the class struggle externally. 


Just because Stalin emphasised the changes that had taken place in the 
FORM of the class struggle, does this mean that he thereby put forward the 
theory of subsidence of class struggle under socialism? No, it certainly does 
not mean that. Not once did Comrade Stalin, during the whole of his 
speech to the 18th Congress of the Party, or anywhere else for that matter, 
maintain that under the conditions of socialism, i.e., under the conditions of 
the dictatorship of the proletariat, the class struggle was bound to subside. 
Just the opposite. Stalin again and again emphasised the Marxist-Leninist 
theory of intensification of class struggle under the conditions of the dicta- 
torship of the proletariat. Forms of this struggle may change, but the 
struggle as such remains for the entire historical epoch of this dictatorship. 
Here, for example, is what Comrade Stalin said in 1937 - only a few months 
after the adoption of the 1936 Constitution, 1.e., the period under review in 
Stalin’s speech to the 18th Congress: 


"It is necessary to shatter and discard the rotten theory to the effect that with 
every step of progress which we make the class struggle here is bound to die 
down more and more, that in proportion to the growth of our successes the 
class enemy becomes more and more tamed. 


"This is not only a rotten theory, but also a dangerous theory, for it bulls our 
people to sleep, it leads them into a snare, while allowing the class enemy the 
possibility of rallying for the struggle against the Soviet power. 

"On the contrary, the greater our progress, the greater our successes, the 
more embittered the remnants of the smashed exploiting classes will become, 
the more quickly they will resort to sharper forms of struggle, the more they will 
do damage to the Soviet state, the more they will clutch at the most desperate 
means of struggie as the last resort of the doomed. 


"We must bear in mind that the remnants of the routed classes in the USSR 
are not alone. They have direct support from our enemies beyond the borders 
of the USSR. It would be a mistake to assume that the sphere of the class 
struggle is bounded by the frontiers of the USSR. While one end of the class 
struggle operates within the USSR, its other end extends into the bourgeois 
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states around us. The remnants of the routed classes cannot be unaware of 
this. And just because they are aware of it, they will go on with their desperate 
sallies. 

"This is what history teaches us. This ts what Leninism teaches us. We 
must remember all this and be on guard.” (On the Defects in Party Work and 
the Measures for Liquidating Trotskyist and Other Double Dealers). 

And further: 


“It is necessary to shatter and discard a fifth rotten theory which alleges that 
the Trotskyite wreckers have no more reserves, which alleges that they are ral- 
lying their last cadres. 


“This is not true, comrades. This theory could be invented only by naive 
people. For the Trotskyite wreckers have their reserves. They consist ABOVE 
ALL IN THE REMNANTS OF THE ROUTED EXPLOITING CLASSES 
IN THE USSR. They consist of a number of groups and organisations beyond 
the borders of the USSR that are hostile to the Soviet Union" (Ibid - emphasis 
added). 


Now even the blind can see that Stalin held firmly to the theory of the 
continuation and intensification of class struggle under socialism. This the- 
Ory was put into practice by the CPSU throughout the period of Stalin, that 
is, both before 1937 and after. In 1937-38 it was put into effect against the 
Bloc of Rights and Trotskyites; it was restated again and again at appropn- 
ate times in the 1920s, 1930s and 1940s, and it continued to be the basic po- 
sition of the CPSU(B) until after the death of Stalin. Only at the 20th Party 
Congress were the modern Khrushchevite revisionists able to give effect to 
the "rotten theory ... that with every step of progress ... the class struggle is 
bound to die down ..." They needed this rotten and dangerous theory in 
order to lull the Soviet people to sleep, m order to lead them into a snare, 
while themselves getting on with the job of restoring capitalism in the 
USSR. 


Thus it is perfectly clear that Stalin did not hold the view that the class 
struggle WITHIN the USSR was at an end; on the contrary, he adhered 
firmly to the Marxist-Leninist theory of the intensification of class struggle 
under socialism. What is more, he had profound understanding of the rela- 
tionship of the class struggle within the USSR and the "extension of this 
struggle into the bourgeois states around” the USSR; of the internal and exter- 
nal class struggle. He understood very well that the sphere of class struggle 
had no boundaries; “it would be a mistake,” he said, “to assume that the 
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sphere of class struggle is bounded by the frontiers of the USSR". And the 
remnants of the exploiting classes could not but be aware of this. 

Though the remnants of the exploiting classes showed an awareness of 
the great truth that class struggle has no boundaries, it appears that a cer- 
tain disreputable Marmst from the CFB, to wit MF, is completely unaware 
of it. Why otherwise would he attack Stalin for switching the emphasis, in 
accordance with the actual changes in the situation internally and externally, 
from the internal to the cxternal class struggle? The MFs of this world have 
no idea of what an “unpleasant phenomenon’, not just an empty phrase, 
capitalist encirclement ts. 


Perhaps MF thinks that despite the real, if temporary, subsidence of 
class struggle in 1939 in the USSR, Stalin and the Soviet government and 
the Party ought to have fanned the flames of class struggle - whipped up 
class struggle? Well! Neither the Soviet Party and government nor Stalin 
were stupid enough to pursue such a policy. It was not their policy to fan 
the flames of class struggle. 

“Of course, our policy must by no means be regarded as a policy of fanning 
the class struggle. Why? Because fanning the class struggle would lead to civil 
war. Because, inasmuch as we are in power, and inasmuch as we have con- 
solidated our power and the key positions are in the hands of the working 
class, it is not in our interest that the class struggle should assume the forms of 
civil war. But this in no way unplies that the class struggle has been abolished, 
or that it will not grow sharper. Sall less does it unply that the class struggle is 
not the decisive factor in our advancernent. No, it does not." (Collected 
Works, Vol 11, p. 178). 


Class struggle under socialism intensifies not because of the fanning of 
the class struggle by the Party and the government, but because of the ob- 
jective law of development of socialism; every advance of socialism is 
achieved at the expense of the exploiting classes - both internal and cxternal 
- and this cannot but cal] forth their desperate resistance. But it is equally 
truc that after the dcfeat of the exploiting classes in open battle, a TEM- 
PORARY respite can be gained; the class struggle internally or externally 
may TEMPORARILY subside. After the defeat of the interventionist 
forces, the Soviet Union gained a temporary respite in regard to external 
class struggle, but the internal class strugg)c became more and more fierce 
until 1939 when oncc again the emphasis had to be shifted because of real 
changes in the class struggic at home and abroad, to the external class 
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struggle. None of this, it goes without saying, implics "that the internal class 
struggle was at an end in the Soviet Union in 1939," any more than the defcat 
of the interventionists had implied the end of the external class struggle. 


MF must have realised that his slanders would not go unanswercd. 
Stalin’s writings, let alone the history of the period under considcration, 
would be more than sufficient to refute MF’s slanders. So, guided by con- 
siderations of this kind, it must be presumed, MF states in a subsequent 
issue of the MLQ (no. 4): 


“To understand revisionism in the Soviet Union is to understand how and 
why the workers’ POmer established t in lebiiesise 4 to be sepia bade ‘No under- 


idcsiecs cietilig Or tac wort Risiowiciscaae and Waiicicace of ch OBE: 
lar country, @_period of intense class strugple, The nature of proletanan dicta- 
torship as a period of transition involving acute class conflict was stressed by 
Lenin - particularly in his polernic with Kautsky. The idea of a ’socialist estab- 
lishment’ - of socialism as a complete system as distinct from a transitional so- 
ciety - became widely accepted from the early 1930s ? and although there was 
no explicit disjuncture * between the two concepts, the objective reality of So- 
viet society was theorised by Stalin in a confused and contractory [sic] way. 
Our main concern ts not to establish whether he recopnised the eastence of 
classes and class contractions [sic] “ between classes (at times he wrote as 
though he did; at other times as though he didn’t), but whether the policies pur- 
sued by Stalin and the Soviet leadership were consistently proletarian policies 
pursued by proletarian leadership in struggle against the class enerny. We can- 
not be concemed with questions of policy disjoined from the realities of class 
power. How real was the political power of the working class in the Soviet 
Union between the death of Lenin and the death of Stalin?" ° 

Here you have a thoroughly opportunist formulation of the question - a 
formulation which, in every respect, ts ’perfect’ in that it talks about every- 
thing and yet has the ’advantage’ of not committing its author to any specific 
point of view, of leaving him some room for manoeuvre to wriggle out of any 
possible difficulties. MF 1s like a man who talks a great deal and yet says 
nothing. On the one hand, he says, in the above paragraph, no under- 
standing of the triumph of revisionism in the Soviet Union is possible at all 
"unless it is recognised that the period of transition to the classless society ts ... 
a period of intense class struggle,” on the other hand, a couple of sentences 
further down the same paragraph, the same MF says: “our main concern is 
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not to establish whether he |i.c., Stalin) recognised the existence of classes and 
contradictions between classes [note how desperately MF is trying here to 
avoid using the expression ’class struggle’] ..." Aren’t we really concerned 
with the question of classes and "contradictions between classes," Mr MF? 
How, then, is it possible to understand "revisionism in the Soviet Union" 
when, according to your own prescription, "No understanding [of revision- 
ism] ts possible unless it is recognised that the period of transition to the class- 
less society is ... a period of intense class struggle"? Why, then, was all the flss 
made about classes and class struggle? 


Having spread his slanders in number 2 of the MLQ, MF, the Trotskyite 
that he is, trots on in typical Trot fashion, to shift the emphasis in number 4 
of the MLO from classes and class struggle to whether or not the policies of 
Stalin and the CPSU(B) were "consistently proletarian revolutionary policies.“ 
That is ‘dialectics’ for you! And this is the only application of ‘dialectics’ 
that MF and other opportunists are familiar with, in that with their changing 
opportunist nceds, they are forced to be ever-shifty in their allegations and 
the stances they adopt. The spectacle of these ’dialectical’ acrobatics of 
these opportunists is very laughter-provoking indeed. 

And the utter confusion in which MF has landed himself by no means 
prevents MF from asserting, with the bold ignorance characteristic of him, 
that "the objective reality of Soviet society was theorised by Stalin in a con- 
fused and contradictory way." \sn’t it funny? We leave it to the reader to 
judge who is theonsing “objective reality" in a “confused and contradictory 
way” - MF or Stalin? 

The thoroughly elusive, diffuse - and thoroughly opportunist - manner of 
MF’s above formulation brings to memory Lenin’s characterisation of the 
opportunist in general. This charactensation is important for us not only 
because of its general significance but also because it fits MF perfectly. 
Here is what Comrade Lenin says about the specific features of opportun- 
ism and of opportunists: 

"When we speak of fighting opportunism, we must never forget the feature 
characteristic of the whole of present-day |and it is just as much true in our 
time] opportunism in every sphere,namely, its indefiniteness, diffuseness, elu- 
siveness. An opportunist, by his very nature, always evades formulating an 
issue decisively, he seeks a middle course, he wrigpgles like a snake between two 
mutually exclusive points of view, trying to ‘agree’ with both and to reduce his 
differences of opinion to petty amendments, doubts, righteous and innocent 
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suggestions, and so on and so forth.” (One Step Forward, Two Steps Back). 


There you have the characterisation of the opportunist who dreads a 
clear and definite formulation of issues, for clearness and definiteness spell 
doom for the opportunist and for his opportunism. Indefiniteness, diffusen- 
ess and elusiveness, on the other hand, furnish precisely the soil and climate 
for the luxuriant growth of opportunism. 


It is the duty of the proletarian revolutionaries to fight not only against 
the content of present-day opportunism, but to fight also against the form 
that his opportunism makes its appearance in, namely, its diffuseness, clu- 
siveness and indefiniteness. We must continue to insist on a clear and defi- 
nite formulation of disagreements, issues and points of prinaple. Only such 
an insistence can be of help to the movement in its task of eradication of 
confusion and clarification of issues. 


NOTES 


1: See the senes Some Questions Concerning the Struggie of Counter-revoelationary Trot- 
skyiam Against Revolutionary |eninism which appear in this book immediately after the 
Preface. 

2: This slander in no way prevented MF from saying in ML_Q 2 that Stalin "believed it was 
possible to baild communism in one country”. Which onc is it Mr MF? Either Stalin be- 
lieved that Soviet society was proceeding in the direction of communism, in which case it was a 
transitional society - was in a state of transition - or he believed that it was not proceeding in 
that direction, i.c., it was a “socialist establishment" - “a complete sysiem as distinct from a 
transitional society”? 

3: The English dictionary does not contain this word. This only goes to show that Mr MF is 
not only enriching and developing Manusm, he is also ennching and developing the English 
language. 

4: Like MF we are not at all sure if Stalin recognised class ‘contractions’ in every sense of this 
expression. If, however, MF means to say class contradictions, these Comrade Stalin certainly 
recognised, as shown above. 


5: As to whether the political power of the working class was less real in the Soviet Union be- 
tween the death of Lenin and the death of Stalin, on the one hand, and between the October 
Revolution and the death of Lenin on the other, we let the reader, who cannot by any stretch 
of the imagination be more ignorant than MF as regards the history of the penod under con- 
sideration, judge for himself. On our part, we shall simply say this: our understanding ts that 
the political power of the working class is greater after the elimination of exploiting classes 
than before; and this elimination took place "between the death of Lenin and the death of 
Stalin." Now even MF ought, in all fairness, to be able to put two and two together and make 
four, i.e, that the political power of the working class was more real between the death of 
Lenin and the death of Stalin. 


Chapter 23 


Communism in One Country 


Me has upgraded the controversy surrounding socialism in one country 
LV Bio "communism in one country." This is what he has to say by way of 
continuation: 

"And turning to the future Stalin declared: 

"Bul the development camnol step there. We ere going ahead, towards communism. 
Will our state remain in the period ef communism also?’ 


“And he answered: 


“Yes, it will, unless the capitalist encirciement is liquidated, and nics: the danger of 
foreign military attack has disappeared.’” 


Here is MF’s comment on the above remarks of Comrade Stalin’s: 


“It emerges from that part of Stalin’s report quoted above that he believed it 
was posstble to build communism in one country. Such a proposition departs 
radically from the whole argument about ‘socialism in one country’ that had 
been conducted with the Trotskyists in the 1920s. It also departs radically from 
Marnasm-Leninism. To talk about the state still remaining in a communist so- 
ciety is an absurdity, made even more absurd by qualifications conceming the 
possibility of a hostile encirclement. Communist society presupposes the en- 
ding of classes and the withering away of the state and is, as Mao says, de- 
pendent on ‘the abolition of the system of exploitation of man by man over the 
whole globe.’ It is only possible to speak of final victory once communism has 
been achieved." (p.16). 

One cannot but laugh at the absurd spectacle of one of the ’thcoreti- 
cians’ - one of the leading lights - of the semi- Menshevik, semi-Trotskyite 
CFB (must not forget to add -ML) presuming to teach Comrade Stalin that 
“Communist society presupposes the ending of classes and the withering away 
of the state." This formula is no discovery of the CFB. Marx is the only man 
who made this discovery. And Stalin long ago, even without the paternalis- 
tic care and help of the CFB, had managed to grasp the essence of this for- 
mula - not merely learnt it by rote as the CFB have done, which does not 
prevent them from endeavouring to convert Stalin to their method of rote 
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learning of phrases and formulas. 


What exactly is Stalin saying in the remarks quoted above? Stalin is here 
raising the purely abstract, theoretical question of the POSSIBILITY of 
building communism in the USSR while the capitalist encirclement had still 
not been liquidated. In the abstract such a formulation of the question is 
quite possible and legitimate. By 1939, as has been stated above, the ex- 
ploiting classes had been abolished, but development had not stopped 
there. Soviet society was going ahead towards communism all the time, as 
indeed must any socialist society from the day of revolution. What if devel- 
opment were to continue without the capitalist countnes militarily attacking 
the USSR? What if the USSR were to continue alone for decades - maybe 
for centuries - on the road to communism without having been joined by vic- 
torious revolution in other countries? What if, m the course of its develop- 
ment it should reach the material and cultural conditions, the achievement 
of which would cnable the putting into effect of the formula ’From each ac- 
cording to his ability, to each according to his needs’? In such a case Soviet 
society would have become communist socicty, but the state could as yet not 
be abolished because of capitalist encirclement. And it is no use trying to 
apply to the above unique situation we have just described the correct, but 
in this situation inapplicable, formula: “Communist society presupposes the 
ending of classes and the withering away of the state", for this formula does 
not envisage the situation that has just been postulated. 


Just because Stalin raised the abstract, purely theoretical question of the 
possibility of building communism in the USSR while capitalist encircle- 
ment still existed, does this mean that this is what he thought would hap- 
pen? No, it certamly does not. The realm of possibility ts much wider than 
actuality. Possibility is not even probability, let alone actuality. While it is 
possible in the abstract to think, and that ts all Comrade Stalin ever did, of a 
situation in which one country reaches the communist stage while capitalist 
encirclement still is around, in practice things are different. Long before 
any one country reaches the higher phase of communist society, more prob- 
ably than not, cither the revolution will spread to other countries or, 
EVENTUALLY, failing revolution elsewhere, socialism will be destroyed 
in that given country as well by the encircling capitalist states, for “with the 
forces of a single country” it is very difficult indeed for the proletariat “to se- 
cure a complete and final victory for socialismn" to "finally consolidate social- 
restoration", as Stalin pointed out in Foundations of Leninism \ong before 
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the CFB had ever been thought of; for "it would be foolish to believe that in- 
temational capital will leave us in peace.” (Collected Works Vol 11 p. 58). 

There ts also no doubt that in a given socialist socicty development pro- 
ceeds in the direction of a completely communist society, but the develop- 
ment in this direction proceeds through such contradictions - external and 
internal - that BEFORE complete communism is achieved cither there will 
be world revolution or the advance of the society proceeding in the direc- 
tion of communism will be halted. 

Therefore, while not denying in the abstract, while conceding in the ab- 
stract and thinking of such a situation as envisaged by Comrade Stalin, one 
must not count on it taking place, one must not reject the tasks of class 
struggle facing one m a socialist society, one must not abstract oneself - de- 
tach oneself - from real life in the name of dreams. There is not even the ti- 
niest shred of evidence to suggest that Comrade Stalin rejected the tasks of 
the class struggle then facing Soviet society in the name of dreams. On the 
contrary, one must not forget that his remarks are taken from that part of 
his speech to the 18th Congress in which he is rebuking certain comrades in 
the Party who were then demanding the relegation of the Soviet state to the 
"museum of antiquities"; one must not forget that in this part of his speech, 
as shown above, he was MAINLY concerned to emphasise the necessity of 
maintaining the state. The remarks over which MF has made so much fuss 
were by way of an abstract, theoretical formulation of the question, and not 
by way of rejection of the problems of class struggle. He is sumply saying to 
the comrades erroneously demanding the abolition of the state: Comrades, 
one way or another, the Soviet state is bound to stay for a considerable peri- 
od; the task of abolition of the state belongs to the future; get on more with 
the problems of class struggle and fighting against the external and internal 
enemics of Soviet society, and less with the abolition of the state nght now. 


Before leaving the question of ’communism in one country’, we think it 
would be quite fruitful here to refer to Lenin’s views on Kautsky’s theory of 
’ultra-imperialism’, for it has a certain definite bearing on the question we 
are dealing with, namely, the relationship between possibility and prob- 
ability. In order not to be misunderstood, we repeat that it is only to reveal 
the relationship of possibility to probability that we shall be comparing 
Kautsky’s counter-revolutionary theory of ultra- imperialism with Comrade 
Stalin’s references to the possibility of communism in the USSR. Beyond 
that there is no similanty between the two. 
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Lenin’s umplacable hostility to Kautsky’s theory of ’peaceful’ ultra-im- 
perialism is well known. Lenin maintained, absolutely correctly, that only 
the “open break with Manasm" of Kautsky could have led the latter to “dream 
about a ‘peaceful capitalism”. Lenin attributed Kautsky’s ultra-impenialism 
to the latter’s petty-bourgeois desire to refuse to face - to run away from - 
the "political conflicts, convulsions and transformations that particularly char- 
acterise the imperialist epoch," and to seck refuge in essentially petty-bour- 
geois dreams and ‘innocent contemplations regarding ‘peaceful’ 
ultra-imperialisrn.” In other words, the basis of Kautsky’s theory of ’peaceful 
ultra-imperialism’ was nothing but the reactionary desire of a philistine to 
climate the conflicts that are most unpleasant, most disturbing and distas- 
teful to the petty-bourgeois, such as wars, political convulsions, etc., "a 
desire to turn away from the already-arrived unperialist epoch - an epoch full 
of conflicts, catastrophes, convulsions, wars and revolutions - and to tum to 
"unocent dreams of a comparatively peaceful, comparatively conflictless, 
comparatively non-catastrophic ultramperialism." In practice the theory of 
“peaceful ultra-imperialism" meant abandoament of the exacting revolution- 
ary tasks posed by the epoch of imperialism and turning instead to wishful 
dreaming about the imminent demise of the present, impenalist, epoch and 
its supersession by "a comparatively ‘peaceful’ epoch of ultra-umperialism 
which demands no such ’sharp’ tactics” from the proletaniat. 

Thus it can be seen that Leninism is irreconcilably opposed to Kautsky’s 
nonsensical theory of “peaceful ultra- unpenalism" because this theory lulls 
the proletarian masses to sleep with essentially petty-bourgeois dreams 
about the approaching “uita-imperialism" which, it is alleged, is compara- 
tively peaceful, comparatively free of conflict, comparatively free of convul- 
sions and of the upheavals charactenstic of the present epoch - precisely at 
a time when it is necessary to prepare the masses to face the tasks posed by 
the present, imperialist, epoch which is far from peaceful. The irreconcila- 
bility of Lenimism to the rubbish contained in Kautsky’s theory cf “udtra-im- 
perialisrn" notwithstanding, we find the following paragraph in the very same 
article by Comrade Lenin, namely, Preface to NI Bukharin’s Imperialisrn and 
World Economy, from which the lines and expressions which appear in quo- 
tation marks in the paragraph immediately preceding are taken: 

"Can one, however, deny that in the abstract a new phase of capitalism to 
follow unpenalism, namely, a phase of ultra- unpenalism, is 'thinkable’? No. 
In the abstract one can think of such a phase. In practice, however, he who re- 
jects the hard tasks of today in the name of drearns about easy tasks of the fu- 
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ture becomes an opportunist. Theoretically if means to fail to base oneself on 
the developments now going on in real life, to detach oneself from thern in the 
name of dreams. There is no doubt that the development is going in the direc- 
gon of a single world trust that will swallow up all enterprises and all states 
without exception. But the development in this direction is proceeding under 
such stress, with such a tempo, with such contradictions, conflicts, and convul- 
sions - not only economic, but also political, national, etc., etc. - that before a 
single world trust will be reached, before the respective national finance capi- 
tals will have formed a world union of ‘ultra- iunperialism’, imperialism will 
inevitably explode, capitalism will tum into its opposite.” 

In other words, IN THE ABSTRACT Lenin was not prepared to deny 
EVEN a new phase of capitalism to follow imperialism, namely, a phase of 
ultra-imperialism. Such a phase, said Lenin, was thinkable, for develop- 
ment was proceeding “in the direction of a single world trust that will swallow 
up all enterprises and all states without exception.” If such a phase is think- 
able, as Lenm maintains correctly, why 1s it unthinkable IN THE AB- 
STRACT, then, that communism in one country (the USSR) was possible to 
achieve (without the abolition of the state because of capitalist encircle- 
ment) when development in that country was proceeding “in the direction® 
of communism? In actual practice, however, in all PROBABILITY, neither 
the stage of ultra-imperialism nor that of ’communism m one country’ will 
be reached. Long before that capitalism everywhere will turn into its oppo- 
site, Le., socialism. 

The question of ultra-impenalism has been brought in so as to show the 
relationship between possibility and probability; so as to show that the rela- 
tionship between possibility and probability is the same in both cases, i.c., 
ultra-imperialism and communism m one country. In our view ultra-im- 
perialism, though thinkable in the abstract, is as impossible in PRACTICE 
to achieve as is ’COMmunisM in One country’, which 1s also thinkable in the 
abstract. 


There is, however, one significant respect in which Stalin’s abstract for- 
mulation of the possibility of ’communism in one country differs from Kavt- 
sky’s formulation of ultra-imperialism, namely, whereas Kautsky was putting 
forward his theory in order to lull the proletariat to sleep with essentially 
petty-bourgeois dreams about the approaching peaceful ultra-impenalism, 
in order to evade the tasks of class struggle, Stalin, on the other hand, by 
emphasising the necessity of not only maintaining but also strengthening the 
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dictatorship of the proletariat, was preparing the proletariat of the USSR as 
well as of the whole world for the class struggles of the day, while, at the 
same time, allowing himself to think, and while not denying IN THE AB- 
STRACT the possibility, of communism in the USSR. Moreover, Stalin, by 
raising the theoretical possibility of building communism in the USSR, was 
helping the march forward of the Soviet people towards communism. In the 
situation in which the Soviet Union found herself when she had eliminated 
the exploiting classes and had not yet been joined by victorious revolution in 
other countrics, only the POSSIBILITY of building a communist society, of 
marching in the direction of a communist society with seven-league strides, 
could be the basis for the further development of Soviet society. The only 
alternative would have been to deny thts POSSIBILITY and thus vegetate 
and stagnate while waiting for world revolution before advancing any fur- 
ther in the direction of communism, for you cannot advance in that direc- 
tion if you deny EVEN THE POSSIBILITY of achieving it. 


Thus it can be seen that the context in which Stalin is raising his possi- 
bility (i.e., the possibility of building complete communism in the USSR) is 
diametrically opposed to the context in which Kautsky raises his possibility 
(the possibility of peaceful ultra-imperialism). Whereas the effect of Stalin 
raising the POSSIBILITY of building communism (while at the same time 
preparing for and facing the gigantic external and internal class struggtes, 
while strengthening the dictatorship of the proletariat - this sharpest form of 
class struggle) was to help consolidate and further advance the building of 
socialism and the movement in the direction of communism, therefore, no 
criticism of Stalin for raising this possibility is justified. 

Kautsky, on the other hand, by raising the possibility of a peaceful ultra- 
imperialism, was spreading opportunism, lulling the masses to sleep, hiding 
the features of the impenialist - far from peaceful - epoch, and evading the 
tasks facing the proletariat in this epoch. Hence Lenin was perfectly justi- 
fied in attacking Kautsky for raising the possibility (a possibility which Lenin 
himself did not deny in the abstract), for that possibility had been raised by 
Kautsky by way of a diversion, by way of a repudiation of the revolutionary 
tasks facing the revolution. 


Chapter 24 


"Nationalist degeneration’ 


eee eee, beso 
Union. Is there any evidence to prove that nationalist degeneration had 
overwhelmed the Soviet Union during the time of Stalin? There is no such 
evidence even to support, let alone prove, that the Soviet Union during that 
period was guided by the norms of bourgeois nationalism rather than by 
those of proletarian mfternationalism. What, then, are the facts on which 
MF bases his allegation? MF’s ’facts’ (which are literally MF’s facts, for he 
is the sole manufacturer of them) are as follows: 

On page 18 of his article he writes: “From approumately the time of 
launching the Popular Front movernent, it can be said that the concern with 
the national position of the USSR had taken precedence in policy over the in- 
terests of the international communist and workers’ movernent." 

Can it indeed? 

If one links this unsubstantiated general allegation with an earlier one 
(on pages 10, 12 and 13) about the “lop-sided relationship that came to pre- 
vail in the Comintern" between the Bolshevik Party “and the weaker parties 
abroad that had been brought into eastence largely on the initiative of the Bol- 
sheviks*, one cannot but come to the conclusion that, according to MF, 
throughout the period under consideration, the Bolshevik Party USED (im 
the worst sense of the expression) the Commtern, and abused the con- 
fidence and trust of fraternal member Parties, in the national mtcrests of the 
USSR and at the expense of revolution elsewhere. How does MF prove this 
allegation? By asserting it. What proof has he furmshed im substantiation 
of his allegation? None whatever, for none ts available. MF has not given a 
single fact - a single mstance - to prove that the Comintern was a mere im- 
strument, a puppet, for the pursuit of the national interests of the USSR; he 
has given no evidence to show that the delegations of other Parties sunply 
"uncritically" accepted the “directives” that came down from the CPSU. He 
has furnished no proof, nor could he have furnished any, for no such proof 
ts available. 

Evidence to the contrary, however, cxists m ample abundance to show 


554 TROTSKYISM OR LENINISM? Part VI 
, 


that issues in the Comintern were decided upon after free and thorough de- 
bate. The evidence shows that the Comintern was not a peaceful and dull 
gathering of the faithful coming together from time to time to receive their 
marching orders (directives, if you please) from the Bolsheviks (whom MF 
sarcastically characterises as ‘repositories of all wisdom") and then go out to 
defend Soviet national interests at the cost of betraying revolution every- 
where clse. The evidence shows that polemics in the debates of the Comin- 
tern, far from being absent, were very common and, what is morc, that these 
polemics were in no way confined to those between the Soviet delegation on 
the one hand and some other delegation on the other. The evidence shows 
that there were times when the Soviet delegation found itself in the unen- 
viable position of having to introduce amendments to the theses signed and 
distributed by a highly-placed member of the CPSU(B). ' 

Of course, there were plenty of occasions on which the theses put for- 
ward by the CPSU(B) were accepted by other Parties, accepted for no 
other reason than that these theses were correct. What is wrong with that? 
Perhaps MF thinks that in the intcrests of ’democracy’ and in order not to 
appear to be recipients of “Bolshevik Party directives’, the delcgations of 
other Parties in the Comintern should from time to time have rejected cor- 
rect theses put forward by the CPSU(B)? ’Democracy of that kind, how- 
ever, would be counter-revolutionary in essence and opposed to the 
interests of the international proletanat. 

To the superficial extent that MF does examine the policies of the Co- 
mintern, he is unable to find any fault with them; but that does not prevent 
him from asserting that it would be a "rash assumption" that Comuntcrn 
policies were generally correct. 

Every time he begins to come to grips with the policics of the Comm- 
tern, he shies away, realising that the Commtern policies were correct and 
that it is, after all, impossible to attack these policies cucept m a most 
general and unsubstantiated way - c.g. by mtoning how ‘it would be a rash 
assumption to make that the policies of the Comintern were generally correct." 
Every time MF is forced to leave the sphere of general accusations and to 
enter upon a discussion of actual policies of the Comintem, he ts forced also 
to beat a retreat. Time and again he fices, admitting that the policies of the 
Comintern were "dictated by real considerations. The conditions of interna- 
tional struggle had changed, and in country after country the Social-democrats 
had revealed thernselves in the hour of capitalist crisis as staunch defenders of 
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the tottering status- quo” (p. 12); and that "the concept of the United Front as 
defined by Dirnitrov, was, in the main, correct” (p. 13); that "Dimitrov had 
stressed that the defence of bourgeois democracy against fascisrn was only a 
part of the long-term struggle to end bourgeois democracy and to establish wor- 
kers’ power and workers’ democracy" (p.14), and so on and so forth. 

It turns oat, then, that the policies pursued by the Comintern were cor- 
rect. Nevertheless it would be a "rash assumption" to make that these 
policies were correct! It turns out, then, that the policies of the Comintern 
were correct. Nevertheless Parties other than the CPSU(B) should not 
have accepted these policies, for to do so implied accepting the “directives” 
of the CPSU(B). It turns out, then that the Comintern was pursuing a pol- 
icy based on “the conditions of international struggle.” Nevertheless it was 
wrong to pursuc such a policy for, apart from helping the struggle of the 
proletariat in other countrics, it might also help the position in the USSR; 
and this would be a crime indeed, as it would be tantamount to using the 
Comintern to serve the nationalist interests of the USSR. It turns out .... 
Enough! 

MF has not been able to produce a single fact to prove his assertion. 
When, where and which Soviet Union during the period under consider- 
ation used the Comimtern to promote its nationalist interests? When, where 
and which Soviet Union during the period under consideration betrayed the 
“international communist and workers’ movernent in order to safeguard its na- 
tionalist interests"? 


If there are no facts - and, as shown above, there are none - to prove 
MF’s allegation, what then is the basis of it? Delving deep into MF’s shal- 
low article what is clear is that the basis of his malicious, slanderous and 
baseless accusations is not his pretended concern for world revolution but 
his real unconcern for the Soviet revolution. It is perfectly apparent from 
his article that he could not give a damn whether the Sovict Union would or 
would not have been endangered in its existence if it had not followed the 
complicated, but thoroughly scientific and thoroughly revolutionary policy 
that it actually did follow. It is perfectly clear that MF does not understand 
the relationship of the Sovict revolution to world revolution. It is perfectly 
Clear, notwithstanding even MF’s slanderous accusations against Stalin to 
the effect he did not regard the Soviet revolution as an auxiliary - a part - of 
world revolution, that it is MF and those like him who have always regarded 
the world revolution in isolation from the revolutionary USSR of those days, 
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as though the world revolution had nothing to do with the only state (at that 
time) of the working class. They continue to counterpose the interests of 
world revolution to the revolutionary interests of the Soviet Union. They 
demand everything from the Soviet Union, even that it ought to have made 
other people’s revolutions for them, but consider that the proletariat of 
other countries owed no duties to the Soviet revolution. There has never 
been any dearth of internationalism’ of the type preached by the MFs of 
this world, who have never understood and never will understand the rela- 
tionship of the Soviet revolution to the world revolution and who, therefore, 
in Trotskyite fashion, go round denouncing the Soviet Union for pursuing a 
*nationalist’ policy, failing to understand that the fight put up by the world 
proletariat in defence of the socialist USSR was no less an assistance to "the 
international communist and workers’ movement” than it was to the Soviet 
revolution. In the same way the assistance given by the USSR (of which 
there was plenty) to revolutionary movements abroad was no less of an as- 
sistance to the Soviet revolution than it was to these movements. Indeed, 
what would be the “international communist and workers’ movement” of 
those days if from this movement we were to lop off the Sovict revolution, if 
we werc to abstract, in arbitrary fashion, the interests of the Soviet revol- 
ution? 

MF is not the first person, nor will he be the last, to raise this question. 
In Stalin’s days too there were in existence, in some circles surrounding the 
Comintern, ’internationalists’ of the MF type who considered that the pro- 
gramme of the Comintern in its inner substance was not quite international 
- that it was ’too Russian’ in character. It is extremely useful to be able to 
reproduce here Stalin’s refutation of the false internationalism of these 
people. Here is what Comrade Stalin said: 

“What could have furnished grounds for such an opinion {that the pro- 
gramme of the Comintern was ’too Russian’}? 

"Is it, perhaps the fact that the draft programme contains a special chapter 
on the USSR? But what can be bad in it? Is our revolution, in its character, a 
national and only a national revolution and not pre-erninently an international 
revolution? If so, why do we call it a base of the world revolutionary move- 
ment, an instrument for the revolutionary development of all countries, the 
motherland of the world proletariat? 

“There were people among us - our oppositionists, for instance - who con- 
sidered that the revolution in the USSR was exclusively or mainly a national 
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revolution. It was on this point that they came to grief. It is strange that there 
are people round about the Comuntern, tt appears, who are prepared to follow 
in the footsteps of the oppositionists. 

“Perhaps our revolution ts, in type, a national and only a national revol- 
ution? But our revolution is a Soviet revolution, and the Soviet form of prole- 
tartan state is more or less obligatory for the dictatorship of the proletariat in 
other countries. It is not without reason that Lenin said that the revolution in 
the USSR had ushered in a new era in the history of development, the era of 
Soviets. Does it not follow from this that, not only as regards its character but 
also as regards its type, our revolution is pre-erninently an international revol- 
ution, one that presents a pattern of what, in the main, a proletanan revolution 
should be in any country? 

"Undoubtedly, the international character of our revolution unposes upon 
the proletarian dictatorship in the USSR certain duties towards the proletanans 
and oppressed masses of the whole world. This is what Lenin had in mind 
when he said that the proletarian dictatorship in the USSR exists in order to do 
everything possible for the development and victory of the proletarian revol- 
ution in other countries. But what follows from this? It follows, at least, that 
our revolution is part of the world revolution, a base and an instrument of the 
world revolutionary movernent. 

"Undoubtedly, too, not only has the revolution in the USSR duties towards 
the proletarians of all countries, duties which it is discharging, but the proieta- 
rians of all countries have certain fairly unportant duties towards the proleta- 
rian dictatorship in the USSR. These duties consist in supporting the 
proletariat of the USSR in its struggle against internal and external enemies, in 
war against @ war designed to strangle the proletarian dictatorship in the 
USSR, tn advocating that unperialist armies should directly go over to the side 
of the proletarian dictatorship in the USSR in the event of an attack on the 
USSR. But does it not follow from this that the revolution in the USSR is in- 
separable from the revolutionary movernent in other countries, that the 
giumph of the revolution in the USSR is a tiumph for the revolution 
throughout the world? 

"Is it possible, after all this, to speak of the revolution in the USSR as being 
only @ national revolution, isolated from and having no connection with the 
revolutionary movement throughout the world? 

“And, on the other hand, is it possible, after all this, to understand anything 
at all about the world revolutionary movement, if it is considered out of con- 
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nection with the proletarian revolution in the USSR? 

"What would be the value of the programme of the Comintern, which deals 
with the world proletarian revolution, if it ignored the fundamental question of 
the character and tasks of the proletarian revolution in the USSR, its duties to- 
wards the proletarians of all countries, and the duties of the profetarians of all 
countnes towards the proletanan dictatorship of the USSR? (The Prograrnme 
of the Comintern, speech delivered on 5 July 1928, Collected Works, Vol 11 
pp. 157-159). 

Thus it is perfectly clear that MF does not understand anything at all 
about the world revolutionary movement of the period under consideration, 
for he considers it out of connection with the proletarian revolution in the 
USSR. 


It is also perfectly clear to those who, unlike our poor but pompous MF, 
have actual knowledge of the history of that time, in particular of the history 
of the Comintern, that the Programme as well as the policies of the Commn- 
tern were not the programme and policies of any one national party. They 
were not the programme and policies of only the 'civilised’ nations, to use 
Comrade Stalin’s expression. On the contrary, they covered all the Com- 
munist Parties of the world, all nations, all peoples, both black and white. 


Having uttered a heap of distortions about the Comintern, MF trots 
along, in typical Trot fashion, to utter a few distortions which are nothing 
short of counter-revolutionary Trotskyite distortions, about the German-So- 
viet Pact of Non-Aggression. He says on page 18 of his article: 

“While in the circumstances prevailing the Soviet Government had no alter- 
native but to sign such a pact, the conduct of the Soviet and Comintern policy 
between November 1939 and June 1941 can be regarded as nothing other than 
an abandonment of proletarian internationalism." 


How does MF prove the above allegation? By asserting it. There 1s lite- 
rally not a single word in his article in proof of this allegation. 

As a matter of fact the only people who have hitherto attacked Stalin for 
the German-Soviet Pact of Non-Aggression and for the conduct of Soviet 
policy during the period mentioned by MF have been the Trotskyites and 
imperialists. That these people should attack the Soviet policy ts perfectly 
understandable. The Soviet policy turned the tables on imperialism when it 
had been hoping to crush Bolshevism but now found itself locked into a bit- 
ter war against itself. The imperialists of Britain who had hoped to turn Nazi 


Chapter 24 NATIONALIST DEGENERATION 559 


Germany against Sovict Russia were now obliged to fight agamst Nazi Ger- 
many. The conduct of the Sovict and Comintern policy contributed im no 
smali measure to bringing about the situation in which imperialists of differ- 
ent countnes were forced to wage a war of destruction against cach other 
instead of uniting in a war of extcrmination against the SOCIALIST USSR. 
In the light of this, ts it surprising that the imperialists should have attacked 
Comrade Stalin, the CPSU(B) and the Comintern? Can we expect the im- 
perialists to be grateful to the CPSU(B), the Comintern and Stalin for 
weakening impcrialism? As for the Trotskyites we have shown in our car- 
lier publications ? that in the 1930s they had become an agency of fascism 
and worked for the defeat of the USSR. It was not therefore surprising that 
Trotskyites should attack the "Stalinist bureaucracy” for frustrating the plans 
of Trotskyist agents of fascism. Hitherto, however, Marxist-Leninists and 
progressive pcople all over the world have regarded the conduct of Soviet 
and Comintern policy during the period under discussion as a model for the 
application of the tactics of Lenmism to an extremely complicated and dan- 
gerous international situation, which led to the defeat of fascism and to the 
weakening of international impenalsm. Now it seems there have grown up 
"Marxist-Leninists’ in the anti- revisionist movement im Britain who regard 
“the conduct of Soviet and Comintern policy between Novernber 1939 and 
June 1941 .. as nothing other than the abandonment of proletarian interna- 
tionalism.” One can only conclude that these "Marust-Leninists’ are not re- 
ally Marxist-Leninists at all, but hidden Trotskyites and agents of 
imperialism in the anti- revisionist movement, who are still angry and who 
have still not forgiven Comrade Stalin for leading the struggic against im- 
penalism and for weakening imperialism. 


Summary of facts about German-Soviet non-aggression pact 


Here are the incontrovertible facts summarising very briefly the USSR’s 
position on the question of war with imperialism. 

First, it was the endeavour of the Sovict Union not to embroil herself in 
a war with imperialism. 

Second, since it was not entirely up to her to avoid such war, then, if m- 
perialism should be bent on waging a war against the Soviet Union, the lat- 
ter should NOT find herself in the position of having to fight alone, let alone 
face the combined onslaught of the principal imperialist countries - Ger- 
many, Britain, France, USA, Italy and Japan. 
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one hand and the democratic imperialist states on the other should be cx- 
ploited to the hilt. These divisions between the two groups of impcrialism 
were not a figment of Stalin’s imagination. They were real, based on the 
material mterests of the two groups of states under consideration. Uncven 
development of capitalism causes some states to spurt ahead and others to 
lag behind. The old division of the world no longer corresponds with the 
balance of forces, thus making necessary a new division of the world. This is 
precisely what the First World War was about; and this is precisely what 
Germany, Italy and Japan, having spusted ahead im the capitalist devclop- 
countries, notably Britain and France, having lagged behind im the capstalist 
development of thear economics m comparison with the newcomers, notably 
Germany, were quite happy with the old division of the world. In demand- 
ing a ncw division, the fascist statics were encroaching upon the material in- 
terests of the democratic imperialist states. There was thus scope for this 
conflict of mfcrests to be exploited by the USSR. 

Fourth, to this end, the USSR, pursuing a very complicated forcign pol- 
icy, did its best to conctude a collective security pact with the democratic 
imperialist states to deter aggression by the fascist stafes, providing, in the 
event of such aggression taking place, for collective action against the ag- 
gIessOrs. 

Fifth, when the democratic imperialist states, overcome by their hatred 
of communism, refused to sign a colicctive security pact with the USSR and 
continued their policy of appeasement of the fascist states, in particular that 
of Nazi Germany, im an effort to direct her aggression mm an castwardly di- 
rection against the Soviet Union, the latter was forced to try some other 
method of protccting the interests of the socialist motherland of the interna- 
tional proletariat. The USSR turned the tables on the foreign policy of the 
democratic unpcrialist states by signing on 73 August 1939 the German-So- 
vict Non-Aggression Pact. 

Sath, in signing this pact, the USSR not only ensured that she would not 
be fighting Germany alonc, but also that the latter would be fighting against 
the very powers who had been trying, by their refusal to agree on collective 
security, to embroil the USSR in a war with Germany. On 1 September 
1939, Hitler invaded Poland. Two days later the Anglo-French ultimatum 
expired, and Britam and France were at war with Germany. 
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Seventh, the provisions of the additional secret protocol went far enough 
to safeguard the Soviet 'spheres of imtcrest’, which, as will be seen, proved 
vital to Soviet defences when the war actually reached her. 

Finally, the German-Sovict Non-Aggression Pact bought the Soviet 
Union an extremely valuable period of two years for strengthening her 
defence preparedness before she entered a war she knew she could not stay 
out of forever. 


When the war was finally forced on the Soviet Union she made the most 
heroic contribution in the crowning and glorious victory of the allies against 
Nazi Germany and her allics. The Red Amny and the Sovict people showed 
them tenacity, and the tenacity and superiority of the socialist system, by de- 
feating the Nazis in the USSR and pursuing them all the way to Berlin, lib- 
erating m the process country after country from the Nazi jackboot 
occupation and bringing socialism to eastern Europe. 
on the above summary. Only the most die-hard anti- communists, particu- 
larly the Trotskyites, ever dare to dispute it. What follows ts a substantia- 
tion of the above summary. 


Soviet Union well aware of the coming wer 


Of course, it is utler nonsense to say that Stalin and the CPSU did not 
realise that the Sovict Union might have to fight Germany and that she re- 
lied on Nazi goodwill. The fact is that the "Soviet Union was menaced in the 
east and west, and the conduct of foreign relations becarne more complex and 
demanding as he [Stalin] sought to deflect or at least delay the inevitable war. 
He carried enormous responsibilities, and only a man of exceptional physical 
Stamina, sharp and disciplined intelligence, and iron self-control could have 
met such demands." (Ian Grey, op cit., p.293). 

"Fundamental to Stalin’s policies, internal and external, was the convicion 
to gather strength. It was this thought that had dernanded immediate collecti- 
visation and headlong industrialisation. There was no time to lose ... " (Ibid, 
pp.295-296). 

As early as January 1925, addressing the Central Committee, Stalm, hav- 
ing said that “The preconditions of war are ripening ... ° went on to warn: “Our 
banner is still the banner of Peace. But if the war begins, we shall hardly be 
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able to sit with folded arms. We shall have to come out, but we ought to be the 
last to come out. And we should come out to throw the decisive weight on the 
scales, the weight that should alt the scales." (Stalin, Collected Works, Vol 7 
pp.13-14). 


Everyone is, of course, aware of his 1931 speech containing the following 
statement which even Deutscher calls “a prophesy brilliantly fulfilled”: 

"We are fifty or a hundred years behind the advanced countries. We must 
make good this distance in ten years. Either we do it, or we shall go under.” 
(Stalm, The Tasks of Business Executives, Collected Works Vol 13, p.41). 

In his autobiography, My Struggle, Hitler had clearly and candidly out- 
lined the foreign policy of the Nazis: 

"We National Socialists consciously draw a line beneath the foreign policy 
tendency of our pre-war period ... We stop the endless German movement to 
the South, and turn our gaze towards the land in the East... 

“If we speak of soil in Europe today, we can primarily have in mind only 
Russia.” (Adolf Hitler, Mein Kampf, London 1984, pp.598 and 604). 


Soviet efforts at achieving collective security and appeasement 
policy of the non-aggressive imperialist states 


The Soviet Union can hardly have relished the spectacle of Nazi acces- 
sion to power in January 1933, which created for the USSR an unprecented- 
ly dangerous situation. Hence the emphasis of Soviet foreign policy in this 
period on the preservation of world peace and efforts at concluding a col- 
lective security pact with the democratic imperialist counties which had, as 
already mentioned, an objective interest mn the maintenance of the then 
existing division of the world. 


“In the conduct of foreign policy, Stalin showed great caution, restraint and 
realism. He needed time to build up Russia’s industry and military strength. 
He was constantly provoked in the east and the west, and in ways that must 
have infuriated him, but he never lost sight of the overriding need to delay the 
outbreak of war as long as possible. It was for this reason that he placed the 
greatest ernmphasis on peace and disarmament in world affairs. Al the same 
time he pursued a policy of collective security ..." (lan Grey, op. cit. p.296). 

The policy of collective security was pursued because the socialist Soviet 
Union had every interest in averting war and getting on with the task of so- 
cialist construction, which required peace, and because the non-aggressive 


Chapter 24 NATIONALIST DBGENERATION 563 


imperialist countries had an interest in averting a war by the aggressive 
states or in ensuring their early defeat. 

Addressing the 18th Congress of the CPSU in March, 1939, and arguing 
that the war had already started, Stalin said: 

“The war ts being waged by agpressor States, who in every way infringe upon 
the interests of the non-apgressor states, primarily England, France and the 
USA. While the latter draw back and retreat, making concession after conces- 
sion to the aggressors. 

"Thus we are witnessing an open redivision of the world and spheres of in- 
fluence at the expense of the non-aggressive states, without the least atternpt at 
resistance, and even with a certain connivance on their part.° (Stalin, Problems 
of Leninisrn, Moscow, 1953, p.753). 

Although having an objective mterest in entering mto a collective sc- 
curity arrangement with the USSR, nevertheless, overcome by their hatred 
of socialism, Britain and France, led by the governments of Neville Cham- 
berlam and Edouard Daladier respectively, refused to conclude such an al- 
lance. 

“Is tt [the policy of appeasement by the non-aggressive states] to be at- 
tributed to the weakness of the non-aggressive states7" asked Stalin. He went 
on to answer thus: 

"Of course not! Combined, the non-aggressive, democratic States are un- 
questionably stronger than the fascist states, both economically and militarily. 

* ... The chief reason is that the majority of the non- aggressive countries, 
particularly Britain and France, have rejected the policy of collective security, 
of collective resistance to the aggressors, and have taken up a position of non- 
intervention, a position of neutrality. 

"The policy of non-intervention reveals an eagerness, a desire ... not to hin- 
der Germany, say, ... from embroiling herself in a war with the Soviet Union, to 
allow all the belligerents to sink deeply in the mire of war, to encourage thern 
surreptitiously in this; to allow them to weaken and exhaust one another, and 
then, when they have become weak enough, to appear on the scene with fresh 
strength, to appear, of course, ’in the interests of peace’, and to dictate condi- 
tions to the enfeebled belligerents. 

“Cheap and easy!” (Ibid., p. 754). 

Further, referring to the Munich agreement which surrendered Cze- 
choslovakia to the Nazis, Stalin continued: 
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* _. One might think that the districts of Czechoslovakia were yielded to 
Germany as the price of an undertalang to launch war on the Soviet Union ... “ 
(Ibid. p.756). 

Outlming the tasks of Soviet foreign policy, Stalin stressed the need ‘to 
be cautious and not allow our country to be drawn into conflicts by warmon- 
gers who are accustomed to have others pull chestnuts out of the fire for then" 
(Ibid. p.759). 

The Soviet government was not even consulted about, ict alone included 
im, the Munich conference which, gathering on 28-30 September, 1938, sur- 
rendered Czechoslovakia to the tender mercies of fascist Germany. At the 
same time the Western powers refused to respond to the Soviet proposals 
for a grand collective security alliance under the acgis of the League of Na- 
tions. This ts what Winston Churchill had to say in this context: 

“The Soviet offer was in effect ignored. They were not brought into the 
scale against Hitler and were treated with an indifference - not to say disdain - 
which left a mark on Stalin’s mind. Events took their course as if the Soviet 
Union did not exist. For this we afterwards paid dearly.” (WS. Churchill, The 
Second World War, Vol 1, p.104). 

In the same volume Churchill admits that the Soviet plan would have 
averted, or at least delayed, war for a considerable time, and it was time that 
the Sovict Union was playing for. (See pages 234-251). 

But the non-aggressive states’ anti-communism won a temporary victory. 
Lord Halifax, the British Foreign Secretary, told Hitler in November 1937 
that: °.. he and other members of the British government were well aware that 
the Fuehrer had attained a great deal .. Having destroyed communism in his 
country, he had barred the road of the latter to Western Europe and Germany 
was therefore entitled to be regarded as a bulwark of the West against Bolshev- 
ism ... 

"When the ground has been prepared for an Anglo-German rapproche- 
ment, the four great West European powers must jointly set up the foundation 
of lasting peace in Europe." (Documents on German Foreign Policy: 1918-45, 
Vol 1, London 19M, p.55). 


The Soviet Union persists in her policy 


Knowing, as the CPSU leadership did, that the policy of appcasement, 
which was m conflict with the interests of British and French imperialism, 
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would sooner or later be opposed by powerful representatives of imperial- 
ism m these countries, it persisted in its efforts to conclude a collective se- 
curity alliance. 

On 15 March 1939, Hitler marched into Czechoslovakia. Public opinion 
in the West was outraged by the rape of Czechoslovakia. Chamberlain was 
visibly shaken by the angry public and parliamentary reaction. On imstruc- 
tions from the British government, the British ambassador m Moscow called 
on the Soviet Foreign Minister, Maxim Litvinov, to inquire what the Soviet 
reaction would be if Germany were to attack Romania. Litvinov responded 
the same evening with the proposal that representatives of Britain, France, 
the USSR, Poland and Romania should meet urgently to forestall this 
danger. The British government rejected this proposal and instead pro- 
posed a declaration that in the event of further aggression the four countries 
would consult with each other. Although annoyed by this response, the So- 
vict government agrecd to it, provided that Poland was also a signatory. 
The Polish foreign minister, Col Beck, as anti-Soviet as Chamberlain, re- 
fused to sign, proposing instcad a Polish- British mutual assistance pact. 

On 31 March 1939, without prior coasultatioa with the Sovict Union, the 
Polish-British Pact, giving a unilateral Bntish guarantee to defend Poland 
against ageression, was announced. On 13 April tt was extended to include 
Greece and Romania. As Ian Grey correctly observes: “If Germany at- 
tacked Poland or Romania, Britain could do nothing without the support of 
the Soviet Union, and in a way that was gratuitously insulting, both govern- 
others were quick to point out the stupidity of Chamberiain’s policy." (Ian 
Grey, op. cit. p306). 

Under extreme domestic pressure, the British government, on 15 April, 
proposed to the Sovict Union that the latter should give unilateral guaran- 
tees. The Soviet government turned down this proposal as it provided no 
assistance for the USSR m the cvent of a German attack. On 17 Apmil, the 
Soviet government proposed a British-French-Soviet pact of mutual assist- 
ance, which was to include a military convention and to guarantee the inde- 
pendence of all states bordering on the Soviet Union from the Baltic to the 
Black Sea. Chamberlain and Halifax rejected it on the spurious ground that 
it might offend Poland and Germany, and because it would commit Britam 
to the defence of Finland and the Baltic states. 


"For Stalin the inescapable conclusion was that the leaders of the British 
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government were so blinded by hostility towards the Soviet regime that not even 
to avert the horrors of war would they consider an alliance with Soviet Russia 
against Germany." (lan Grey, ibid., p307). 

“And it was evident that to the British and the French ruling circles, the 
thought of a coalition with the Soviets was still repugnant ... ; that some lead- 
ing western statesmen looked upon Naasm as upon a reliable barrier against 
Bolshevisrn; that a few among then did toy with the idea of turning that barrier 
into a battering ram; and that, finally, even among those who saw the inesca- 
pable need for an alliance with Russia, some wondered whether t would not 
be sound policy to let Germany come to grips with Russia fust." (Deutscher, 
op.cit. pp.413-414). 

On 3 May Liatvmov was replaced as Commissar for Foreign Affairs by 
Molotov. This should have served as a clear warning to Britain and France, 
for Litvinov’s name was very closely associated with efforts for a collective 
security. Even now the USSR persisted in its policy of working for a collec- 
tive security alliance. The British government was under increasing public 
pressure to negotiate with the Soviet Union. On 2 June, the Soviet govern- 
ment submitted a new draft agreement, specifying the counties to be guar- 
antecd and the extent of the commitment of the three signatorics. 
Expressing interest in the Soviet proposals, the British government decided 
to send a representative to Moscow to speed up the ncgoniations. Although 
Chamberlain and Halifax had personally gone to Berlin, they sent a junior 
official from the Foreign Office to Moscow, a deliberate affront which gave 
"actual offence” (Churchill, ibid. p.304).° 

On 17 Jaly Molotov announced that there was httle point in continued 
discussion on the political treaty m the absence of a military convention 
being concluded. The British government responded to Molotov’s an- 
nouncement by agreeing to send a military mission to Moscow. Instead of 
sending Lord Gort, chief of the imperial staff, as the Soviet government had 
hoped, Chamberlain appointed an elderly retired admiral, Admiral Regi- 
nald Plunkett-Ernie-Erle-Drax, who proceeded on 23 July by the slowest 
means of transportation and the slowest route (having been into the bargam 
mstructed ‘to go very slowly with the conversations") and who arrived in Mos- 
cow on 11 August. What is morc, the Soviet side discovered to its amaze- 
ment that the British delegation had come merely to "hold talks’, with no 
authority to negotiate. 

"What is certain is that, if the western governments had wanted to drive him 
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[Stalin] into Hitler's arms, they could not have set about doing so more effec- 
tively than they did. The Anglo-French military mission delayed its departure 
Jor eleven precious days. It wasted five days more en route, travelling by the 
slowest possible boat. When it arrived in Moscow its credentials and powers 
were not clear. The governments whose prime ministers had not considered it 
beneath their dignity to fly to Munich almost at Hitler’s nod, refused to send 
any official of ministerial standing to negotiate the alliance with Russia. The 
servicernen sent for military talks were of lesser standing than those sent, for in- 
stance, to Poland and Turkey. If Stalin intended an alliance, the way he was 
treated might almost have been calculated to make him abandon his inten- 
tion.” (Deutscher, ibid. p.425). 

All the same, on 12 August the talks on a military convention began. 
Marshal Voroshilov, leader of the Soviet delegation, mformed the delegates 
that without Soviet troops being permitted to enter Poland it would be im- 
possible for them to defend it. The Poles declared that they did not need, 
and would not accept, Soviet aid. 

"If Stalin is to be judged by his conduct at the time [around September, 
1938] there is nothing with which he can be reproached." (Ibid. p. 419). 

And further: “The unwritten ma@am of Munich was to keep Russia out of 
Europe. Not only the great and seemingly great powers of the West wished to 
exclude Russia. The governments of the small east European nations as well 
squealed at the great bear: 'Stay where you are, stay in your lair.’ Sometime be- 
fore Munich, when the French and the Russians were discussing joint actions 
in defence of Czechoslovalda, the Polish and the Rumanian governments cate- 
gorically refused to agree to the passage of Russian troops to Czechoslovakia. 
They denied the Red Army - and even the Red Air Force - the right of passage 
not merely because they were afraid of communism; they fawned on Hitler. 

"It must have been shortly after Munich that the idea of a new attempt at a 
rapprochement with Germany took shape in Stalin's mind ..." (Ibid. p.419). 

The French and British governments too rejected this provision. It was 
pointless in the circumstances to continue the discussions, which were ad- 
journed indcfinitely on 21 August. After this the Soviet government, realis- 
ing the stubborn persistence of the British and French governments im their 
refusal to conclude an alliance with the USSR, resolved to conclude the 
non-aggression pact with Germany. 

"His [Stalin’s] foremost concem was still to gain ime so that Soviet indus- 
try and the armed forces could gather strength. Reluctantly he turned now to 


the possibility of an agreernent with Hitler.” (lan Grey, op. cit. p.309 and 
Churchill, op. cit. p.306). 

As to why Stalin agreed to the Non-Aggression pact with Germany, 
Deutscher says: "That he [Stalin] hed little confidence in Hitler's victory is 
equally certain. His purpose now was to win time, time, and once aguin time, 
to get on with his economic plans, to build up Russia’s might and then throw 
that might into the scales when the other belligerents were on their last legs." 
(Ibid. p.430). 


Soviet-German non-aggression pact signed 


Although Germany had approached the Soviet Union as carly as 17 
April 1939 for a normalisation of German-Soviet relations, and subsequcat 
approaches had been made to the Soviet government through the German 
embassy in Moscow, the German Ambassador, Count Fritz von der 
Schulenburg reported as late as 4 August: 

“My overall unpression is that the Soviet government is at present deter- 
mined to sign with England and France, if they fulfil all Soviet wishes ... It will 
take a considerable effort on our part to cause the Soviet government to swing." 
(Churchill, op. cit, p305). 

On 14 August Joachim von Ribbentrop, the German Foreign Minister, 
instructed Schulenburg by cabie to call on Molotov and to read him the fol- 
low; es) 

"There ts no question between the Baltic Sea and the Black Sea which can- 
not be settled to the complete satisfaction of both countries ... I arn prepared to 
make a short visit to Moscow ... to set forth the Fuehrer’s views to M Stalin ... 
only through such a discussion can a change be brought about..." (Documents 
on German Foreign Policy 1918-45, Series D, Vol 7, London 1956, p63). 

On 16 August, Schulenburg saw Molotov and read to him Ribbentrop’s 
communication. The same night he reported to Berlin Molotow’s “great in- 
terest” in the communication, adding that Molotov ‘was interested in the 
question of how the German government were disposed towards the idea of 
concluding a non-aggression pact with the Soviet Union." (Ibid. p.T7). 

Ribbentrop answered the same day, instructing Schulenburg to see Mo- 
lotov again to convey to him that: 

“Germany ts prepared to conclude a non-aggression pact with the Soviet 
Union. 
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“I am prepared to come by aeroplane to Moscow at any time after Friday, 
August 18, to deal, on the basis of full powers from the Fuehrer, with the entire 
complex of German-Russian relations and, if the occasion arises, to sign the 
appropriate treaties." (ibid., p8A). 

On 17 August Molotov handed a written reply to Schulenburg proposing 
a trade agreement to begin with, to be followed "shortly thereafter” by the 
conclusion of a non-aggression pact. On 18 August Ribbentrop informed 
Schulenburg telegraphically that the ‘first stage’, that of signing a trade 
agreement, had been completed and requested that he be allowed to make 
an “unmediate® trip to Moscow. 


On 19 August Schulenburg answered that Molotov had agreed that: 

" .. the Reich Foreign Minister could arrive in Moscow on August 26 or 27. 

"Molotov handed me the draft of a non-aggression pact." (Ibid. p.134). 

On 20 August Hitler sent an urgent personal telegram to Stalin, accept- 
ing the Soviet draft non-aggression pact, with the plea that Ribbcatrop be 
recetved m Moscow on 22 August or at the latest on the 23rd. 


Stalm replied on 21 August agreeing to the visit: 

"The Soviet government have instructed me to inform you that they agree to 
Herr Von Ribbentrop’s arriving in Moscow on August 23° (Ibid. p.168). 

Ribbentrop arrived m Moscow at the bead of a delegation on 23 August. 
On the same night he was received by Stalm. According to a reliable ac- 
count, the mecting was cold and far from amicabic. Gauss, chief asststant to 
Ribbentrop, whe accompanicd him, recorded: 

"Ribbentrop himself had inserted in the prearnble a rather far-reaching 
phrase concerning friendly German-Soviet relations. To this Stalin objected, 
remarking that the Soviet government could not suddenly present to their pub- 
ic @ German-Soviet declaration of friendship after they had been covered with 
pails of manure by the Nazi government for six years. Thereupon this phrase 
in the preamble was deleted.” (Churchill, op. cit. p.306). 

The pact was signed. Under the secret protocol it was agreed that m the 
Baltic "the northern frontier of Lithuania shall represent the frontier of the 
spheres of interest both of Germany and the USSR ..." and im the case of Po- 
land, " .. the spheres of interest both of Germany and the USSR shall be 
bounded approximately by the line of the rivers Narew, Vistula and Sau" (Do- 
cuments on German Foreign Policy, op. ait. p.264). 
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, 


In other words, the Curzon linc was to be this boundary, and in the area 
east of it, which had been scized by Poland from the Soviet Union after the 
October Revolution, Germany had agreed to the USSR taking whatever ac- 
tion it liked. 


Why the Soviet Union signed the 23 August pact 


Addressing the Supreme Soviet on 31 August, Molotov dispelled the 
‘fiction that the conclusion of the German-Soviet Non- Aggression treaty had 
upset the Anglo-French-Soviet negotiations: 

“Attempts are being made to spread the fiction that the conclusion of the 
Soviet-German pact disrupted negotiations with Britain and France for a mu- 
tual assistance pact ... In reality, as you know, the very reverse is true... The So- 
viet Union signed the non-aggression pact with Germany, amongst other 
things, because negotiations with France and Great Britain had .. ended in a 
failure through the fault of the ruling circles of Britain and France." (Molotov, 
Soviet Peace Policy, Lawrence & Wishart, London, p. 20). 

Even the historian Edward Carr, decidedly an anti-Soviet writer, is ob- 
liged to admit that the Soviet Union’s decision to sign the non-aggression 
pact with Germany was a most reluctant and enforced second choice: 

"The strilang feature of the Soviet-German negotiations ... is the extrerne 
longed Soviet resistance to close the doors on the Western negotiations." (E.H. 
Carr, From Munich to Moscow: II, mn Soviet Studies, Vol 1, October 1949, 
p.104). 

The same Edward Carr, noting that the Chamberlain government “as a 
defender of capitalism" turned down an alliance with the USSR against Ger- 
many, made the following estimation of the gains made by the Soviet Union 
as a result of signing the Non-Aggression treaty with Germany. 


“In the pact of August 23rd, 1939, they [the Soviet government] seamed: 
(a) a breathing space of unmunity from attack; (b) German assistance in miti- 
gating Japanese pressure in the Far East; (c) German agreement to the estab- 
lishment of an advanced bastion beyond the casting Soviet frontiers in Eastern 
Europe, it was significant that this bastion was, and could only be, a line of 
defence against potential German attack, the eventual prospect of which was 
never far absent from Soviet reckonings. But what most of all was achieved by 
the pact was the assurance that, if the USSR had eventually to fight Hitler, the 
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western powers would already be involved." (Ibid. p.103). 

After the above correctly, succinctly and brilliantly summarised gains for 
the Soviet Union, consequent upon signing the 23 August pact, it is difficult 
to imagine that there are still people around who assert that in signing this 
Non-Aggression pact with Germany the Soviet Union was guilty of "an 
abandonment of proletarian internationalismn.° Unfortunately, there still are 
such people. It is difficult to say whether it is ignorance or malice that 
causes them to think and utter such foul thoughts. All we can say is that 
there are none so deaf as those who will not hear. 

Hostile as he is, even Deutscher is obliged to admit another gain, i.c., the 
moral advantage gained by the Soviet Union through signing the 23 August 
pact with Hitlente Germany: 

"Her [the USSR’s] moral gain consisted in the clear awareness of her peo- 
ples that Germany was the aggressor and that their own government had pur- 
sued peace to the very end." 

For our part, we will always look back with admiration and gratitude at 
this master stroke of Soviet foreign policy which contributed so significantly 
to freeing humanity from the horrors of Nazi Germany. The results were 
just what the USSR had expected. Just one week after the signing of the 
pact, Le., on 1 September, the Nazis invaded Poland. Two days later, their 
ultimatum having expired, Britam and France declared war on Germany. 
While the imperialists, all of whom had planned to throttle the Sovict 
Union, fought each other, the latter secured two valuable years to prepare 
herself for the eventual war, which came at 0400 hours on 22 June 1941, with 
the German invasion in the form of Operation Barbarossa, launched by Hit- 
ler with 162 divisions, 3,400 tanks and 7,000 guns. The Sovict Union’s herosc 
defence, the titanic battles she fought, her legendary victories, have passed 
into folklore and require no further comment here. 


One final point: circles hostile to the Soviet Union have always equated 
the Soviet march into Poland east of the curzon line with the Nazi invasion 
and occupation of the rest of Poland. The two are qualitatively different. 
First, the Soviet forces moved only into territory which was theirs before it 
had been snatched by Poland after the October Revolution. Second, and 
much more importantly, the Soviet Union waited for 16 days after the Nan 
invasion of Poland. 

"When, on 5 September [1939], Ribbentrop began to press the Russians to 
march into their share of Poland, Stalin was not yet ready to issue the march- 
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ing orders ... He would not ... lend a hand in defeating Poland, and he refused 
to budge before Poland’s collapse was complete beyond doubt." (Deutschcr, 
op.cit. p.432). 

When it became absolutely clear that the Polish state had collapsed, 
then the Soviet forces entered Poland (on 17 September) m order to safc- 
guard her defences and the people of termtones mvaded by Soviet forces 
alike. The truth is that the Soviet army were greeted by the local population 
as hberators and heroes. 

In his speech to the Supreme Soviet on 31 October 1939, Molotov said: 

“Our troops entered the territory of Poland only after the Polish State had 
collapsed and actually ceased to east. Naturally we could not remain neutral 
towards these facts, since as a result of these events we were confronted with 
urgent problerns concerning the security of our state. Furthermore, the Soviet 
government could not but reckon with the exceptional situation created for our 
brothers in Western Ulcaine and Western Byelorussia, who had been aban- 
doned to their fate as a result of the collapse of Poland." (Molotov, op. cit. 
pp.31-32). 

And further: 

"When the Red Army marched into these regions it was greeted with general 
sympathy by the Ukrainian and Byelorussian population who welcomed our 
troops as liberators from the yoke of the gentry, from the yoke of the Polish 
landlords and capitalists.” (Ibid. p33). 

The Soviet march into these arcas had the effect of rescuing 13 million 
people, mcluding one million Jews, from the horrors of Nazi occupation and 
extermination. It can only be surmised that those opposed to the Soviet 
entry into the territories cast of the Curzon line would rather have seen 
these arcas overrun by the Nazis! A very queer ‘internationalism’ indecd! 
Such people are actually to the nght of even some Conservatives. Let the 
following words, spoken m the House of Commons on 20 September 1939 
by Conservative MP Robert Boothby, put such ’socialists’ and ’internationa- 
lists’ to eternal shame: 

"I think it is legitirnate to suppose that this action on the part of the Soviet 
government was taken ... from the point of view of self-preservation and self- 
defence ... The action taken by the Russian troops ... has pushed the German 

"I am thankful that Russian troops are now along the Polish- Romanian 
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frontier. I would rather have Russian woops there than German troops." 
(Quoted by Bill Bland im his The German-Soviet Non-Aggression Pact of 
1939, an excellent paper presented to the Stalin Society in 1992). 


Stalin accused of bourgeois nationalism 


Bat MF, as on all other matters, found humself attracted by a semi-Trot- 
skyite Ime of hostility to Stalm, whose calculations he probably could not 
have begun to understand even if he had tried. On page 19 of his article he 
continues to lambast Stalin: 

“During the war there was, understandably, an upsurge of national feeling 
against the Nazi aggressors, but Stalin encouraged this far beyond a point com- 
was based. He invoked the spirits of Russia’s unperial past in the early days of 
the war: 

‘Let the manly imagers ef our greal sucestors - Alexander Nevsky, Dimitry Denskey, 
Kazems Minin, Dimitry Posarshy, Alexander Suverev and Mikhail Kutsov - inspire you 
im this war! May the victorious bammer of the great Lenim be your ledestar!’” 

These lines that MF quotes are taken from Stalin’s speech at the Red 
Army Parade on Red Square, Moscow, 7 November 1941. The context in 
which those remarks were made was this: that the Sovict Union was bound 
to win because of her matemnal strength and the justpess of her cause, be- 
cause she was waging a war of liberation not only for the Sovict people but 
also the enslaved peoples of Europe who had fallen under the yoke of fas- 
cist oppressors. Here is the context in which Comrade Stalin made his re- 
marks: 

"Comrades, men of the Red Army and Red Navy, Commanders and pokti- 
cal instructors, men and women guermillas, the whole world is looking to you as 
the forces capable of destroying the plundering hordes of German invaders. 
THE ENSLAVED PEOPLES OF EUROPE WHO HAVE FALLEN 
UNDER THE YOKE OF THE GERMAN INVADERS LOOK TO YOU AS 
THEIR LIBERATORS. A great liberating mission has fallen to your lot. Be 
worthy of this mission! THE WAR YOU ARE WAGING IS A WAR OF 
LIBERATION. A JUST WAR. Let the manly imnages of our great ancestors, 
Alexander Nevsky, Dumitry Donskoy, Kaauna Minin, Dumitry Pazharsky, 
Alexander Suvorov and Mikhail Kutzov - inspire you in this warl May the vic- 
torious banner of the great Lenin be your lodestar!" (Emphasis added). 
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Is tt permissibic to conclude from the above remarks of Stalin’s that he 
encouraged an upsurge of national feelings which went ‘far beyond a point 
compatible with proletarian internationalist principles"? No, it ts not. The 
first point to be remembered here - and this is a point which all ’socialists’ 
of the MF type forget - is that the nation to be defended was a socialist one. 
Second, Stalin is speaking here about the Sovict Union which was waging a 
just war, a war of liberation against forcign aggression. It was in this context 
that the names of great Russian patriots (“The spirits of Russia’s iunperial 
past” MF prefers to call them) were mentioned. For these "great ancestors" 
had also in their time fought for the defence of Russia against external ag- 
gression. In the context of the great patriotic war of the people of the 
USSR, it was perfectly legitimate to invoke the names of “great ancestors" 
who had in their day shown their patriotism im defence of their country. 
The Albanian Party of Labour and the entire Albanian people continuc to 
“invoke the spirit” of Scanderbeg, a feudal lord, who fought for Albanian in- 
dependence. Does MF regard the Albanian Party of Labour as encoura- 
ging Albanian nationalism “far beyond a point compatible with the proletarian 
intermnationalist principles"? Third, Comrade Stalin is giving a call to the men 
and women of the Soviet armed forces and guerrilla units to fight for the 
bberation not of the Sovict people alonc, but also for the liberation of "the 
enslaved peoples of Europe" - a very strange nationalism this! And fourth, 
MF ’forgets’ to comment on the fact that Stalin in his speech not only ‘in- 
voked the spirits of Russia’s imperial past"; he also invoked the spit of the 
great Lenin: 

"The spirit of the great Lenin and his victorious banner anirnate us now in 
this patriotic war just as they did twenty- three years ago [(1.c., during the Civil 
Wars and the War of Intervention in 1918]. 

“May the victorious banner of the great Lenin be your lodestar! 

"Under the banner of Lenin, forward to victory 

On the invocation of Lenin’s spant, MF says not a word. He shuns this 
part of Comrade Stalin’s speech like the devil shuns holy water’ . Or per- 
haps MF regards Lenin’s sparit as onc of the spints of "Russia’s imperial 
past"? 

Finally, if one reads this speech of Comrade Stalin’s in the context of all 
his speeches on the great patriotic war, one can come to one, and only onc, 
conclusion, namely, that if Stalin’s spcechcs contam any appeal to national 
feeling, such appeal is never carried ‘far beyond a point compatible with 
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proletarian internationalist principles". Genume proletarian patriotism, love 
for one’s socialist motherland, has acver been, and ocver will be, incom- 
patible with proictarian internationalism. 

The MFs of this world, however, are uscd to learning phrases and for- 
mulas by rote. They never ponder for a moment over their meaning. They 
the slogan of defence of the fatherland as a disgraccful betrayal of socialism. 
They think, therefore, that Lenin was opposed for all time and under all 
conditions to the defence of the fatherland, irrespective of whether the 
fatherland was socialist or imperialist, an oppressed or oppressor father- 
land. They are unable, therefore, to differentiate just wars from unjust wars, 
inter-imperialist wars from wars against imperialism. Hence their hysterical 
denunciations of Stalin for encouraging defence of the socialist fatherland. 
If defence of the fatherland in ai/ carcumstances were to be regarded as an 
evil, as it ts by certain half-baked Marxists’ like MF, then wars of national 
liberation (e.g., like the struggle of the Victnamese people) against im- 
perialism and wars in defence of proletarian revolution against imperialist 
intervention (such as the war of the USSR against intervention and aggres- 
sion) would have to be denounced as betrayals of socialism. This ts precise- 
ly the conclusion that the MFs explicitly or implicitly, intentionally or 
unintentionally, reach - and in reaching such a conclusion they make their 
break with Marxism-Leninism total, absolute and irrevocable. 

From reading Comrade Stalin’s speeches and the history of the time, # 
gans of fighting against fascism for the defence and liberty of the socialist 
motherland, and for the defence and liberty of the enslaved people of Eu- 
rope who had fallen under the yoke of fascist aggressors. The accusation of 
nationalism levelled by MF, therefore, does not stand up to the test of verifi- 
cation. 

In support of his allegation concerning the "nationalist degeneration" of 
the Soviet Union, MF on page 20 comes up with yet another item of ’proof. 
entertained no hopes of a popular uprising in Germany because: 

“For a popular movernent you need people. But what we have in Germany 
is millions of Fritzes and Gretchens, a greedy and stupid mass, sore brazen, 
others imorous, but still incapable of thinking or feeling” 

Has this anything to do with the policy of the CPSU(B), the Sovict gov- 
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exament or that of Stalin? It has nothmg to do with @ whatsoever. Ebren- 
burg belonged to a Russian Jewish organisation, and he reacted m a very 
emotional way to the persccution of Jews by the German fascists. Ehbren- 
burg was not a member of the CPSU(B). 


As far as the CPSU(B) and Stalin were concerned the German people, 
far from being regarded as “a greedy and stupid mass ... incapable of thinking 
or feeling,” were, on the contrary, considered a revolutionary force which 
was bound to disrupt and “overwhelm” the rear of the Hitleritc fascists. So- 
viet official propaganda during the war reflected this correct position of the 
CPSU and Stalin. Here is one example - of the many examples onc could 
allude to - of Stalin’s references to the revolutionary role of the German 
proletariat: 

“Only the Hitlerite fools fail to understand that not only the European rear 
BUT ALSO THE GERMAN REAR OF THE GERMAN TROOPS REPRE- 
SENTS A VOLCANO WHICH IS READY TO ERUPT AND OVER- 
WHELM THE HITLERITE ADVENTURERS.” (Specch delivered on 6 
November, 1941 - Emphasis added). 

There are innumerable cxamples in Stalin’s speeches on the Great Pa- 
triotic War, as well as m Soviet propaganda, wherc the above sentiment is 
repeated again and again. Who but the most bare- faced lars and profes- 
sional slanderers (such as MF) could, m the light of all this, assert that the 
“constant repetition” of Soviet "propaganda line which dismissed all Germans 
as brutalised sadists could not but prevent any real understanding of fascisrn.“? 

MF’s trick of whipping Stalin for the sins of Ilya Ehrenburg can now 
clearly be seen for what it is, Le., a bourgeois trick, and a dishonest trick at 
that. It will simply not do, Mr MF - certainly not outside the semi-Trot- 
skyite and semi-revisionist circles of the CFB and similarly "Manust’ organi- 
sations! 

The next proof produced by MF: 

"Presumably in order to invest bourgeois nationalism with some dignity, 
Stalin expressed the peculiar opinion that the Nazis were not ceally nationa- 
Rsts: "Cam the Hitierifes be regarded as uationaiists? Neo thry cammet. Actunily the Hit- 
lerifes are mot now nationalists bet imperialists” 

Once again, plumbing new depths before which the standards and prac- 
tices cven of gutter Fleet Street journalism look pretty decent, MF has torn 
the above remark of Stalin’s from out of its context. The Hitlerite fascists 
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were invading country after country, subjecting peoples to robbery, murder, 
plunder, pillage and pogroms - all in the interests of German imperialism, in 
order to create a ’great German empire’. In order to hide their reactionary, 
Black-Hundred, imperialist essence from the German and other peoples, 
the fascists continued to commit their heinous crimes - the subjugation of 
the peoples abroad and of the German people at home - by calling them- 
selves ’National Socialists’. Stal m his speech refuted the claims of these 
fascists to be either socialists or nationalists. The fascists, he said, were not 
socialists, for they were the most vicious enemies of the working class of 
Germany and of other countries. Nor were they nationalists, for they were 
not engaged in defending Germany but, on the contrary, in subjugating 
other peoples in the interests of German mmperialism. Hitlerites, he said, 
should therefore be called by their proper name, i.c., mpenialists. Space 
does not permit quotation of the entire section of Comrade Stalin’s speech, 
from which MF has torn the above remark, but the following important 
paragraphs will be sufficient to restore it to its proper and legitimate con- 
text: 

"Who are the ’National Socialists’? 

“In our country the German invaders, i.e. the Hitlerites, are usually called 
fascists. The Hitlerites, it appears, consider this wrong and obstinately con- 
tinue to call themselves ’National Socialists’. Hence the Germans want to as- 
sure us that the Hitlerite Party, the party of the German invaders, which is 
plundering Europe and has organised the villainous attack on our socialist 
state, is a socialist party. Is this possible? What can there be in common be- 
tween socialism and the bestial Hitlerite invaders who are plundering and op- 
pressing the nations of Europe? 

"Can the Hitlerites be regarded as nationalists? No, they cannot. Actually, 
the Hitlerites are now not nationalists but imperialists, As long as the Hit- 
lerites were engaged in assembling the German lands and reuniting the Rhine 
district, Austria, etc., it was POSSIBLE with a certain amount of foundation 
to call thern nationalists. But after they seized foreign territories and enslaved 
European nations - the Czechs, Slovaks, Poles, Norwegians, Danes, Dutch, 
Belgians, French, Serbs, Greeks, Ukrainians, Byelorussians, the inhabitants of 
the Baltic countries, etc. - and began to reach out for world domination, the 
Hitlerite party ceased to be a nationalist party, because from that moment it 
i tla alma ae ope Giger en 
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ae ae ee Rs easteasne Actually, 
the Hitlerites are the swom enemies of socialisrn, arrant reactionaries and 
Black-Hundreds who have robbed the worlang class and the peoples of Europe 
of the most elernentary democratic liberties. 

" ... In point of fact the Hitler regime is a copy of that reactionary regime 
which exasted in Russia under tsardom. It is well known that the Hitlerites sup- 
press the rights of workers, the rights of the intellectuals and the rights of the 
nations as readily as the tsarist regumes suppressed them, and that they or- 
ganise medieval Jewish pogroms as readily as the tsarist © regime organised 


What then is wrong, m the above context, with Stalin denying the fascists 
the title of ’National Socialists’? Perhaps MF would not want to dispute the 
right of the bestial Hitlerites to be called "National Socialists’? If that is so, 
MF should have the courage openly to proclaum this right of the fascists, 
rather than admit this right only slyly, imperceptibly and implicitly under 
cover of a barrage of abuse flung at Comrade Stalin. If this ts MF’s position 
- and it docs appear to be - then he should be asked: Mr MF, whose side 
are you on? Are you on the side of the forces of fascism and dark reaction, 
or are you on the side of the forces of proletarian revolution and national 
liberation? 

In view of what has been stated above, it may, without a shred of doubt, 
be concluded that MF’s allegation regarding the ’nationalist degencration’ 
of the USSR during the period under consideration is totally unfounded. 


NOTES 


1: At the Sixth Congress of the Comintern (Jaly 17-Sept 1, 1928), Bukhann distributed has 
theses on the international situation. These theses, contrary to the geacral relic, had not been 
examined by the CPSU(B) deicgation. Ia the event these theses proved unsatisfactory on a 
number of pots, aad the CPSU(B) delegation was obliged to introduce about twenty amead- 
ments to them. 


2 See the serics Concerning the Struggie of Counter-revolutionary Trotskyism against Rev- 
elationary Leninism, published cisewhere in this collection. 
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3% At the time of making their absurd accusation against Stalin, MF and the organization he 
belonged to, the RCL, prided themscives on being the ieading Maoists in Britain. It ix, how- 
ever, Clear that their ignorance of Marxism-I_cninism is only matched by their ignorance of the 
writings of Comrade Mao Tse-tung. Had they taken the troubic to read Mao Tse-tung’s article 
"The Identity of Interests between the Soviet Union and all Mankind’ dated 28 September, 
1939, i.e., just a month after the signing of the Soviet-German Non-Aggression Pact, they 
would have realised the utter falsity of their accusations. While inviting everybody to read this 
excellent article which is to be found in Vol2 pp 275-83 of the "Selected Werks’ of Mao Tee- 
tung, we reproduce here a few of the significant paregraphs from it- 

“Som pcopic say that the Sovict Union does aot want the world to remaim at peace because 
the outbreak of a world war is to its advantage, and that the present war was precipitated by 
the Soviet Union’s conclusion of a non-aggression treaty with Germany instcad of a treaty of 
mutual assistance with Britain and France. I consider this view moorrect. The foreign policy of 
the Sovict Union over a very long period of time has consisicatly been one of peace, a policy 
based on the close links between its own interests and those of the overwhelming majority of 
mankind. For its own socialist construction the Soviet Union has always aceded peace, has al- 
ways needed to streagthen its peaceful relations with other countrics and prevent an anti-So- 
viet war, for the sake of peace on a world scale, it has also necded to check the aggression of 
the fascist countries, curb the war-mongering of the no-called democratic countries and delay 
the outbreak of an imperialist world war for as long as possibile. The Soviet Union has long 
devoted great energy to the cause of world peace. For instance, it has joined the League of Na- 
tions, signed treaties of mutual assistance with France and Czechosiovekia and tried hard to 
conclude security pacts with Britam and all] other countries that aught be willing to have 
peace. After Germany and Italy jointly inveded Spain and when Britain, the United States and 
Prance adopted a policy of nomial ‘noa-interveation’ but of actual conaivence at their ag- 
greasion, the Soviet Union opposed the 'non-interveation’ poliry and gave the Spanish repub- 
lican forces active help in their resistance to Germany and Italy. After Japan invaded China 
and when the same three powers adopted the same kind of 'non-intervention’ policy, the So- 
viet Union not only concluded a non-aggression treaty with China but gave China actrve help 
in her resistance. When Britain and France conaived at Hitler's aggression and sacrificed Aus- 
hind the Munich policy and made proposals to Britain and Prance for checking further 
aggression. When Poland became the burning question m the spring and summer of this year 
and it was touch-and-go whether world war would break out, the Soviet Union negotiated with 
Britain and France for four months, despite Chamberiain’s and Daladier’s compicte tack of 
sincerity, in an endeavour to conclude a treaty of mutual assistance to prevent the outbreak of 
war. But all these efforts were blocked by the imperialist policy of the British and French gov- 
ermments, a policy of conniving at, instigating and spreading war, 50 that cventually the cause 
of world peace was tirwarted and the imperialist word war broke out. The governments of 
Britain, the United States and Prance had ao genuine desire to prevent war, on the contrary, 
they helped to bring it about. Their refusal to come to terms with the Soviet Unina and coa- 
clude a really effective treaty of mutual assistance based on eqeality and reciprocity proved 
that they wanted not peace but war. Rverybody knows that in the contemporary world rejec- 
tion of the Soviet Union means rejection of peace. Even Lloyd George, that typscal repre- 
sentative of the British bourgeoisie, knows this. It was in these circumstances, and whca 
Germany agreed to stop her anti-Soviet activities, abandon the Agrecmeat Against the Com- 
munist International and recognise the inviolability of the Soviet frontiers, that the Sovict- 
German non-aggression treaty was conctuded. The pian of Britain, the United States and 
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France wes to cgg Germany 028 to attack the Soviet Union, so that they themecives, “sitting en 
top ef the mountains to watch the tigers fight", could come down and take over after the So- 
viet Unica and Germany hed worn cach other out. The Soviet-German non-eggreation treaty 
smashed this plot. In overiooking this plot and the schemes of the Angio-French imperialists 
who connived at and instigated war aad precipitated a world war, some of our fellow- 
coumtrymmea have actually been taken in by the sugary propaganda of these schemers. These 
crafty politicians were not the least bit interested in checking aggression agzinst Spain, against 
Chana, or against Anstria aed Ceechosiovekia; on the contrary, they comnived at aggression 
and instigated war, playing the proverbial role of the fisherman who set the snipe and clam at 
each other and thea took advantage of both. They cuphemistically described their actions as 
‘noa-interveatiog’, but what they actually did was to "sii em tep of fhe mountain to watch the 
tigers fight’. Quite a number of people throughout the world have beea fooled by the 
boacyed words of Chamberiain and his pertacrs, failing to sce the murderous intent behind 
their emiles, or to understand that the Soviet-German non-eggression treaty was concluded 
only after Chamberiain and Daladier had made up their minds to reject the Soviet Union and 
bring about the mperialist wer. Jt is time for these people to wake up. The fact that the Soviet 
Unica worked hard to preserve worid peace to the very last minute proves that the interests of 
the Soviet Unsoa are identical with those of the overwhciming majority of mankied.” 

4 The Austrian Professor Topitsch, whose anti-communést credentials and pro-imperialist 
sympathics are impeccable, and who cannot therefore be accused of harbouring any soft cor- 
ner for Stalin or the USSR that he led, has this to say on the issue under consideration: 

* __ [T]hereugh emnlysis of the interplay of the maim events has led me te the conviction 
thet _ Stalin was met only the real victer, but also the key figure im the war; be was, indeed, 
the emily statesmmam whe had af the time ao clear, breadiy-based iden of his cljectives.” (Er 
nest Topitsch, Stalin’s War, London, Fourth Estate, 1987, p. 4). 

Porther: “The evemts of ¢he summer of 1939 show Ghe fateful comsequrnces ef Hilfer’s lack 
of stetecsmeniike qualities and 2 work-cricnuied poiiticai vidos, and wmér Bip on very - 
Gerter to his Russian counterpart. With regard to political infelligence and political atyle, 
(heeir relnticusiip fs Mie that of o gambler to oe chess grendanaster, and the emertion that 
the FGhrer fell ike a scheolbey info the trap set for him by Mescow cam hardly be called 
exaggerated. The deabenic Georgian had cicasly needed to apply a hundred times more 
cumming in the infernal struggics of the Soviet Communist Party Ghat was required to bam- 
boeaie Hitler, not to mention the leaders of the Westerm powers." (Ibid. p. 7). 


Oa the Hitier-Stalin Pact the same author writes: 


"After the coaciusien ef this treaty Hitler and Ribbentrep may have regarded Ghemarives as 
stetesenen ef the highest calibre; instead their actions betrayed a frightening lack of poillti- 
cal intelligence. Whereas Stalin had thoreughly pendered ever the cenfent and phrasce- 
logy ef Ghe agreements, his eppesite wuusbers were cbvicunly incapable even of carefully 
reviewing the conseqecaces which might reselt for Germany frean these faiefal docunmernis. 
In point ef fact, Gee tee treaties fitted im perfectly with Soviet long-term sirategy, te invelve 
Germany in a war with the British and the Freach, male it dependent om Russie and, if the 
eppertunity sheeld arise, bring aboot its cxtinction as an independent power. Far-cighted 
as he was, Stalin was already thinking af this carty silage of ebtaining a favourable starting 
point fer the realisation of such pinns.” (p.4). 


Countering the legead, fairly widespread in Trotskyist and bourgeoss circles, that the USSR 
was not ready for war and was caught unawares, and referring to the Soviet feeling of supe- 
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riority, Topitsch says: “— if was by no means counpletely unjustified and did to seune extent 
Gertve frean the actual sfreugth ef the Red Army and the efficiency ef the armammecuts indus- 
try. The real potential of beth these was proved im the war when the Russians showed 
themasetves capable of recovering with extraerdimary speed from the heavy lessees of the first 
months and then thrusting af the enemy ever-increasing masses of men and material 
These achievements are all the more esionisning Occeuse at the time important industrial 
and raw- materials-prodacing arcas bad been lost and could not be replaced by the tramsfer 
ef gumerves armaments facterics up to and beyend the Urals .. 


“Numerically Geis superierity cam enly be defined approximately, but in many areas ff wes 
quite distinct, as is shown by a comparizen of the strength of the affacker with the Ruanian 
leazes im Ghe first year ef the war. Ai the beginming ef the cosnpaign, the German army had 
im Ghe cast 2 total of more tham 3,058,000 men, 7,154 pieces of artillery, 3,580 tamis end 
2,740 aircrafi. Om the ether side, scoerding to Germam figures relating culy to the encircie- 
ment actions of Binlystok-Minsk and Smolensk til the middie of July, mo less than 642,908 
prisomers were breagii in, while 4,929 pieces of artillery and 6,537 tamks were captured er 
destruyed. If these figures are preme to imeccuracy or cxuggereficn, they arvertheless ap- 
pear credible in view ef evidence frem Soviet sources, since the Soviet lnfocmation Office 
gives the following leases im the first year of the was: 4,500,000 men killed, wounded or 
taken prisener, 22,000 heavy gums, 15,000 tanks and 9,000 aircraft. This is alse the verdict 
ef the British mfiitery expert Jehan Ericksem: ‘If onc applies Stalin's figures, based on Soviet 
sources, Soviet superiority amounted to scven to one in tanks, at least; in aircraft the Germans 
were inferior in the ratio of four or five to one.’ 

“Even theagh a lesge sumaber of the aircraft end tanks were cut of date, there were alse a 
considerable mamber of acw types avaliable af the eafhreak of war. In the firsi siz months 
ef 1941 alome, 2,653 beanber and fighter aiscrafi were buili te modern designs; by the 
middie of Jume the army had received 1,861 tanks of the KW and T34 types. The legradary 
T34 was definitely superior te its German equivalent and almost invebncrabie to the cur- 
rent enfi-tamk weapous of it: eppeaents. Frem January 1939 to 22 Jame 1941 more than 
7,006 armscured veldicies were delivered, andl im the year 1942 about 5,500 tanks of ali types 
were delivered. Te cquip the moterised units - those ip the plauning sfage as well as these 
already operational - 16,6008 of the mew tamka were availiable, with about 32,008 projected - 
am enermeus number. It seems mest improbable that this avalanche of tanks was only in- 
tended for defence purpeses. The enly type ef German tank im any way comparable with 
the mew Soviet designs was the Panaes IV, but of theee enly 618 were operational af the be- 
gimning ef the Eestern campaign; otherwise motorised were equipped mainly with Kampf- 
wagen II end [I] (armoured cars). 

“Al Ghe beginming ef 1941 monthly production amounted to only 258 tanks and heavy ficid 
guns. 

“Seviet superiority in artillery was the mest masked. Archive documents reveal that from 1 
Jamunry 1939 te 22 Jume 1941 the Red Army received 2 total of 29,637 Geld gous and 52,607 
trench mortars, making, together with Ge tanks gums, 2 total of 92,575 big guns and mor- 
tare. Of these the rochet leunchers (Stalin’s Organs’) were a perticuiarty unpleasant ser- 
prise for the attacker. 

“These and other figures show clearly eneugh that the Soviet belief in the military and in- 
dustrial strength ef the Fatherland was far mere than a mere ‘fate morgane’. The Seviet 
Unien of this period already contained the nucices of a feture superpower.” (pp. 73-74). 
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Topitsch correctly pomts out that Operation Barbarossa was based on an overestimation of 
German, and an underestimation of Soviet, military might as well as other assumptions, which 
began to come apart from the moment the German amny crossed the Soviet froatier- 

"When the Germans creased the berder info the cast the feeling eftem came ever them - 
fream the Fébrer down to the commen soldier - thai they were thrusting epen a door into 
the enknewn, behind which Stalin had wicked curprines im store fer them, and that in the 
end doom: unight be barking in the endicss wastes beyend.” (ibid. p. 103). 

After their initial successes, gained through the tactical advantage of their surprise attack on 
the USSR, the Nazis began to believe that victory was already theirs and indulged m fantastic 
plans for the future. "Bat gradually it became clear that the Soviet Union was anything bai 
a "Colossus with feet of clay’. Im spite ef emormous loases, this vast empire could keep har- 
limg mew masses ef men and material af the invader, and seen increasing numbers ef the 
mew types ef temks and the dreaded rechet-lsenchers appeared om the betiicfields. The 
fourteen-day victory developed inte a war lasting af least four years, fought! with the greatest 
béittermess ea both sides, and the dramatic victories ef the first weeks turmed cat te be the 
beginning of the end fer the Third Reich.” (p. 113). 


— Stalin’s ruthicss energy made sure that all reserves within the depths of the country 
were mebilised. Indeed, during the course of this frightful struggie the Seviet Union ex- 
tended itself and tock a deciaive step towards becoming a superpower. By contrast, Ger- 
many was effectively diminishing itself with every step In its exhausting campeign in the 
east.” (p. 115). 

‘Topstech also commeats on the April 1941 Treaty of Neutrality with Japan. 

By signing it, the Soviet Union successfully managed to achieve in the cast that which it had 
achicved in the west through the Non-Aggression Pact of August 1939 with Germany. Let 
Professor Topitsch speak on the subjsect- 

"It is werth noting that the wording ef this pact wus sach that - accerding te ene peasibie in- 
terpretation - the Japancee weald be ebliged to observe neutrality even in the case ef a So- 
viet attack against Germany, as were the Russians im the event of a Japanese action in the 

Pacific. Stalin was, ef course, seeking te secure his rear before the collision with Germany, 
bat he was perhaps also pursuing ether more impertant aims. 

“Stalin's astufe move seem breught abeat the desired resuii. Directly after the signing ef the 
pect and encouraged by the fact that an agreement hed been reached, the Japanese army 
and mavy began te intensify their expansicn te the seath, in erder to improve the nation’s 
strategic position and its supply ef raw materials, and also te pet preasere oa the Chinese 
freaa this direction. They were prepared te face the consequences if this action resulted im a 
Clash with Britein and the USA. 

“Stalin’s plans went farther, however, as Grigere Gafence has pointed cut with particular 
clarity: Japenese penetration te the seuth woeld free castern Siberia from the Japanese 
threat, relieve China, which was finding it difficult te breathe ia the strangichold exerted by 
Tekye, and invelve Japan in a war with the USA. In the long run, this would spell disaster 
fer Japan, bei it weald also reveal the weakness of the British Empire, strengthen the na- 
tomalist feeling of the breed mass of the people in central Asia, and ferther Asia's fight fer 
freedom. 


“Jusi as the pect with Hitler was to unieash the ’imperialist war in the west, so the nea- 
trality pect with Japan would serve the same purpese im Asia. The Kremlin hoped that the 
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bitter struggles beteween Britain, the USA and Japan weeld anger and arousc the mass ef 
the people in Aaia and so make them ripe fer a revolution under Soviet leadership. 


“The neutrality pact therefere fecuned an infcgral part ef Stalin’s bread strategy ef divesting 
the expamsiouiat policies ef the aggressive capitalist powers away from Gee Sevict Unien and 
em to the ‘non-aggressive’ powers. .. Having already succeeded im entangling Hitler in a 
kind of prexy war with the Western democracies by agreeing net to engagr him in the cant, 
it was now intended to effer similar pretection to the Japanese im erdez to entice them inte 
a confrontation with the British and Americams In this maneer, cuce egein axing 2 are- 
trality pect, eamether potential aftacker was made inte an instrument of Soviet inferests and 
used aguinst the capitalist states ..." (pp. 95-96). 

"Te what extent the mew agreement with the Seviet Union encouraged Tokyo in its decisions 
is debatable. But af the time Japan hed nothing to fear from this direction, expecially since 
the Seviet forces were tied down in the conflict with Germany. Im any case - just as Stalin 
hed infemded with the aeutraiity pact - the Japanese became tuvelved im a war with the 
Westerm power.” (p. 124). 

"Pearl Harbeer,” continues Topitsch, “was am eapecially great triumph fer Stalin. At last the 
Seviets were freed from the danger of a war on tre frenés, the Britich and the Americans 
were now inveived in ome instead.” (p. 125). 


“According to Stalin’s plans Japan - a continual seurce of tension and treubie for the Soviet 
Untem - was to be tasued reund and empboyed against the British end Americans. This goal 
was susisted by the neutrality trenty of 13 April 1941 by which Mascow was guaranteed the 
cover in the cast that i§ mceded for the war with Germany and at the same time geve similar 
seserances to Japan, thes freeing thet country fer am armed conflict with the British and 
Americans. Reenevelf's harsh policy towards Japan fell completely in Mine with Kremiin in- 
tentions and eventually ied to the aftack en Peari Harbeur - which cignalied the eathreak of 
the ‘im perielia( war’ im the Far East and gave evidence that fhe manipelative concept de- 
vised by Lenin and developed by Stalin had largely been realised." (p. 135). 

Topatsch, who ss a right-winger and an anti-communmt to boot, is nghtly indignant at the suc- 
ceases of the Leninist daplomacy of the Soviet Union and complains bitterly in the following 
terms: 

"Im this way the Soviet Unten was able [to] inflict a heavy defeat on the Western powers in 
the Second Wertd War using purely political and strategic means. The Red Army oever 
needed to creas swords with British er American forces: this was done fer them by the Ger- 
mans and the Japanese. Britain and America, indeed, shipped abundant sepplics to the 
Soviet Unica - fas more than were needed fo prevent a German victory in the east. Under 
the inflmence of the emotions engendered by the war against Hitler and the psycho-ctratcgi- 
cal tricks ef Stalin - the myth ef the eupreveked fascist aftack and the continual dema: és 
fer a second frent - neifher politicians nor public in the great democracies appreciated that 
the mest dangerous enemy fan’t necessarily the one directly embrelled in military conflict. 
Threagh this art ef indirect, concealed and endramatic advances, which Staelin developed 
tm masterly fashion, the cumming Georginm achieved his greatest ceccess. The weakness of 
the Western powers was not duc to a lack of the instruments of power, but to a deficiendy in 
political intelligence." 

Only the Trotskyite counter-revolutionarics and some ‘anti-revisionist’ dupes have difficulty in 
seeing the Non-Aggreazion Pact with Germany, and the Treaty of Neutrality with Japan, m 
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S. It was with some trepidation that this expression was used, as accusations of invoking relig- 
ious spirits seemed a likely consequence of doimg so. 

6 No doubt MF would find some way of regarding thes scntence of Comrade Stalin's es an- 
other invocation of “the spirits ef Russia's inaperial past im Ghe carly days of the war." 


Chapter 25 


Absence of a Mass Line 


f he third accusation comes from, among others, two individuals, namely 
MF and Professor G Thomson. Here ts what MF has to say: 

*In word what was lacking was a real ‘mass line™ (page 20). 

"There is no evidence that the Soviet state apparatus really did begin to 
‘merge with the masses’ or ‘embrace the millions of worlang people’. In the ab- 
sence of a mass line the degeneration of the Party and the State was inevitable 
sooner or later ... “ 

In the absence of a mass line the “party becomes increasingly divorced 
from the masses and social contradictions are inevitably mishandled ..." And 
so on and so forth. 

What is MF’s evidence for this grave allegation? MF’s evidence again 
consists of his own assertion: "There is no evidence that the Soviet state ap- 
paratus really did begin to 'merge with the masses’ or ’ernbrace the millions of 
working people™ If this queer method of "proof by assertion were to be ac- 
cepted as valid there would then be nothing strange in answering MF’s alle- 
gation by simply saying: "There is no evidence" that MF’s allegation has any 
foundation at all. It is hoped in the present article to do rather better than 
that, but before dealing with MF, the confused Professor Thomson should 
also be heard on this score. 


In his book From Marx to Mao Tse-tung - A Study in [it should be 
AGAINST] Revolutionary Dialectics, the Professor comes up with the fol- 
lowing bouquet: 

" ... Capitalist ownership had been replaced [in the USSR] by socialist 
ownership, srnall-scale production by large-scale production. But the socialist 
transformation of the political and ideological superstructure still remained to 
be carried through. A new state apparatus had been created, controlled 
through the Party by the proletariat, but the masses were not yet fully involved 
in it. On the contrary, it had become to some extent alienated from the masses 
... Bureaucratic tendencies were also growing in the Party itself. The old ex- 
ploiting classes had been expropriated, but by no means eliminated." (p. 134). 
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This last sentence - leaving aside for the moment everything else con- 
tained in the above paragraph - is a gem, the meaning of which can only be 
known to the Professor of Classics himself, 1.e., Professor Thomson. For the 
benefit of some of us who, unlike the Professor, cannot claim to have had 
the benefit of being ’edickated’, would the Professor be kind enough to en- 
lighten us as to the meaning of this sentence: "The old exploiting classes had 
been expropriated, but by no means eliminated? Hitherto Marxists, including 
Lenin for example, have considered the expropnation of the exploiting 
classes as being the same as the elimination of these classes. The Professor, 
it secms, thinks otherwise. He does so precisely because, as shown above, 
he confuscs the elimination of the exploiting classes with the climimation of 
class struggle. Since the class struggle under socialism continues (and this 
even our Professor knows), he comes, by a process of backward reasoning, 
to the conclusion that the exploiting classes had not been eliminated for, ac- 
cording to him, class struggle must come to an end if the exploiting classes 
have been eliminatcd (see page 131 of his book). Perhaps by elimination of 
the exploiting classcs the Professor means the physical extermination of all 
the members of the former exploiting classes? If he has that in mind, he 
ought to say so. Perhaps he would have liked to see their physical extermi- 
nation. Had such cxtermination taken place - which actually it did not - we 
would still not be rid of the Professor, for he would be confronting us with 
yet another ’Lecft’ deviation on the part of Stalin. Such is the way of the 
Thomsons of this world. 


To proceed, Professor Thomson on page 135 continues as follows: “If the 
masses had been roused to take the class struggle into their own hands and 
carry it through to the end, taking care to distinguish between fnends and 
enemies, they would have been able to isolate the counter-revolutionanies in 
their midst and at the same time to provide a check on the activities of the se- 
cunty police.” 

And further: "... Enemies were treated as friends and frends as enemies." 


What evidence has the Professor furnished in proof of these assertions? 
A few more assertions. He takes it for granted that his assertions are eter- 
nal and immutablc truths; on the basis of this assumption he goes on to 
make a few more asscrtions, which are supposed to furnish an explanation 
as to the errors’ attributed to Stalin in the above-quoted assertions. 


Stalin was divorccd from the masses, asserts the Professor. Why? "... 
perhaps because he was himself inclined to rely too much on ‘pare edministre- 
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tion’, answers our archive rat, Thomson. Why was Stalin “inclined to rely too 
much on ‘pure administration™ we ask? The answer furnished by the Profes- 
sor of Classics is: because Stalin had made the "error" of believing that in 
1936 the class struggle in the USSR was at an end; he did not, therefore, re- 
alise that "far from dying away, the resistance of the expropriated classes was 
continuing and assuming new forms, which were more insidious than the old 
and therefore even more dangerous. In these circumstances, it was vitally 
necessary to maintain and Strengthen the dictatorship of the proletariat, as 
Lenin had foreseen." (p. 135). 

The most bare-faced lie contained in the above paragraph has already 
been refuted in this article. It has clearly been shown that Stalin, far from 
believing in the subsidence of class struggle under socialism, held the con- 
trary view that class struggle grew fiercer under the dictatorship of the 
proletariat; that he conducted merciless struggle against those who put for- 
ward this "soften" and “dangerous” theory of the subsidence of class struggle. 
It is the ever-so-clever and yet ever-so-stupid Professor who has made the 
error and who, in bis confusion and conceit, is presenting his own error as 
"Stalin’s error’. \t is the Professor who is, as shown carlier, confusing the 
elimination of the exploiting classes with the climination of class struggle. 


As to the implication that the 1936 Constitution weakened the dictator- 
ship of the proletariat, this is untruc. Far from weakening it, the ncw Con- 
stitution strengthened the dictatorship of the proletariat by broadening its 
basis, in accordance with the changes in the class structure of Soviet society. 
Stalin dealt m his speech on the Constitution with this criticism: 

"The fourth group of critics, in attacking the draft of the new Constitution, 
characterise it as a ‘swing to the Right’, as the ‘abandonment of the dictatorship of the 
proletariat’, as the ‘liquidation of the Bolshevik regime.’ "The Bolsheviks have swung to 
the Right, that is a fact’, (hey declare in a chorus of different voices. Particularly 
zealous in this respect are certain Polish newspapers, and also some Amencan 


newspapers. 
"What can one say about these critics, so-called? 


"If the broadening of the basis of the dictatorship of the worlang class and 
the transformation of the dictatorship into a more fleable, and, consequently, 
a more powerful systern of guidance of society by the state is interpreted by 
them not as strengthening the dictatorship of the working class but as weaken- 
ing it, or even abandoning itt, then it is legitunate to ask: Do these gentlernen re- 
ally know what the dictatorship of the working class means? 
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“If the legislative embodiment given to the victories of socialisrn, the legisla- 
uve embodiment given to the successes of industrialisation, collectivisation 
and democratisation is represented by thern as @ ‘swing te the Right’, then it is le- 
gitimate to ask: Do these gentlemen really know the difference between left and 
right?" 

As noted above, the Professor says: During the 1930s and afterwards 
enemics “were treated as friends and friends as enemies." Why? Because 
Stalin did not understand the distinction between antagonistic and non-an- 
tagonistic contradictions. So says the professor. What is the proof of this 
assertion? Here is what is proffered by the puffed-up Professor im the hope 
that his readers will be as credulous as the university students that the Pro- 
fessor is used to, and accept this as ’proof: 

"In this connection, it is noteworthy that in his Dialectical and Historical 
Materialisrn’ (1938) Stalin did not distinguish between antagonistic and non- 
antagonistic contradictions, nor did he point out that, according as they are 
handled, antagonistic contradictions may become non-antagonistic contradic- 
tions and non-antagonistic contradictions may become antagonistic." 

If we were to set ourselves the task of listing all that is not to be found in 
Stalin's Dialectical and Historical Materialism, then it would become par- 
ticularly noteworthy’ that such a task not only requires the lives of thou- 
sands of Professors, but is also futile. We have no intention of 
commissioning professorial gentry - just to keep them in lucrative employ- 
ment - to do such a task at high cost to the already highly-taxed British 
working class, not to speak of the super-exploited peoples of Asia, Africa 
and Latin America. 

The fact that in Dialectical and Historical Materialism Stalin does not 
deal with antagonistic and non-antagonistic contradictions does not prove 
anything, least of all that he did not understand the distinction between 
these two types of contradiction. Only mentally mvalid gentlemen from the 
seats of ’higher learning’, who are used to being spoonfed with textual for- 
mulae, could come to such a conclusion. Lenin was once asked by someone 
like our Professor: “Which book did Marx and Engels write on Dialectical 
and Historical Materialisrn" To this question Lenm answered: "Which book 
did they not write on dialectical and historical materialism?" 

Understanding of dialectical and historical matenalism, and of contra- 
dictions of different types, is not gained just by writing about them. It is 
gained primarily by their actual application to the study of society, to the 
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solution of problems. If one applies this - the only legitimate test - to Stalin, 
one cannot but conclude that not only had he heard of the various types of 
contradiction (which is all that our Professors know about contradictions), 
but he fully grasped and understood them and, more importantly, applied 
this understanding to solve problems of world-historic importance during 
the 30-odd years of his life after the death of Lenin. It was only by correctly 
understanding different types of contradiction that Stalin and the CPSU(B) 
were able successfully to lead the struggle for industrialisation of the USSR, 
the collectivisation of its agriculture and for the defeat of fascism. Does 
Professor Thomson think that it would have been possible to collectivise ag- 
riculture, for example, m the USSR without the Soviet government, the 
CPSU(B) and Stalin bemg able to distinguish the contradictions between 
the proletarian dictatorship and the kulaks (an antagonistic contradiction) 
from the contradiction between the proletarian dictatorship and the middle 
and poor peasantry (a non- antagonistic contradiction)? There is no doubt 
whatsoever in our minds that any lumping-together in practice of these two 
different kinds of contradiction would have Icd not to the collectivisation of 
agriculture, but to the defeat of the proletarian dictatorship and to the res- 
toration of capitalism. This ts what the whole controversy with the Trot- 
skyites and Bukharinites was all about. What applies to collectivisation 
applies equally, if not even more, to other spheres - industrialisation, forcign 
policy, etc. 

If, however, a correct understanding of different types of contradiction, 
and a correct application of this understanding to reality does not satisfy the 
Professor, if nothing less than a textual statement on the subject of contra- 
diction would pacify him, the following statement from Comrade Stalin’s 
second letter to Comrade Ch. might perhaps assist. "In this connection it is 
noteworthy” that this letter is dated 7 December 1930, Le., roughly eight 
years before the appearance of Stalin’s Dialectical and Historical Material- 
ism. Here ts what Comrade Stalin wrote in his letter to Ch: 

“Comrade Ch 

"In your first letter you played with the word ‘contradictions’ and lumped 
together contradictions outside the bond (that is contradictions between the 
protetanian dictatorship and the capitalist elernents of the country) and those 
within the bond (that is contradictions between the proletariat and the main 
mass of the peasantry). You could have avoided this, for a Marxist unper- 
missible, game if you had taken the trouble to understand the basic causes of 
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the disputes between the Party and the Trotskyists.” (Collected Works, Vol 13 
p. 22). 

It is perfectly clear, then, that Stalin not only fully understood the dis- 
tinction between different kinds of contradiction, he also administered some 
sharp rebukes to those like Ch who lumped together contradictions outside 
the bond (antagonistic contradictions) and contradictions within the bond 
(non-antagonistic contradictions). Professor Thomson "could have avoided 
this, for a Manast impermissible, garne" of making false allegations had he 
taken the trouble to check his facts, had he “taken the trouble to understand 
the basic causes of the disputes between the Party (the CPSU(B)) and the 
Trotskyites* : 

MF as well as Professor Thomson emphatically assert that "what was 
lacking was a real 'mass line” wm the USSR; that the Party was “divorced from 
the masses"; that the Party’s ties with the masses were “corroded by ’bureau- 
cratic rust”; that there was too much of "pure administration” - “over-adminis- 
tration.” In the light of this pleasant bouquet hurled against Comrade Stalin 
and the CPSU he led, it is self- evident that both our ’worthy critics’ attrib- 
ute the successes of the Soviet Union in every field - industrial, agricultural, 
scientific, cultural, educational, defence and diplomatic - (o "pure adminis- 
tration", to “over-administration", to "bureaucratic rust", to alienation from the 
masses and the inevitable “mishandling of contradictions"; w short, to the 
“absence of a mass line" and "the degeneration of the Party and the State". 
Strange, is it not, comrades? Both our ‘critics’ have by this accusation made 
themselves indistinguishable from the Trotskyites who, while shouting about 
the "bureaucratic degeneration" of the Party and the State, ascribed all suc- 
cesses of the USSR to the "socialist property relations created by the October 
Revolution". It is more like the devoutly religious people who ascribe cvery 
failure to the imperfect and sinful nature of man while attnbuting every suc- 
cess to the greatness of God. 


Whatever MF and Professor Thomson may think, it is impossible to 
build socialism by issuing decrecs and by administrative measures; the 
building of socialism is the living activity of millions upon millions of people. 
It was only by fighting against bureaucracy, by constantly purging the Party 
and the Soviet apparatus of this dross, and by mobilising the masses in this 
fight, that the resistance of the class of kulaks and other class enemies of the 
proletariat was broken, was socialism built: 


"It would be foolish to think that the production plan is a mere enurmera- 
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tion of figures and assigrunents. Actually, the production plan is the living and 
practical activity of millions of people. The reality of our production plan lies 
in the millions of worlang people who are creating a new life. The reality of 
our programme lies in living people, you and I, our will to work, our readiness 
to work in the new way, our determination to fulfil the plan. Have we that 
determination? Yes, we have. Well then, our production programme can and 
must be fulfilled." (Stalin, Collected Works Vol 13 p. 82). 

The fact that the Soviet people built socialism, that they defeated fas- 
cism, is proof enough that the masses were mobilised, that the Party and So- 
viet apparatus, far from being divorced from the masses, were, on the 
contrary, inseparably linked with the masses. Let the Trotskyite and revi- 
sionist snivellers (the agents of imperialism in the working-class movement) 
and their followers in the anti-revisionist movement - the Thomsons and 
MFs - shout filth about the “absence of a mass line", and “the degeneration of 
the Party and the State" during the period being discussed. It cannot affect 
the truth of the situation. 


How NR ‘defends’ Stalin 


Before passing to the next, and last, allegation against Comrade Stalin, it 
is necessary for the sake of completeness, to make a brief mention of an ar- 
ticle in MLO no. 3 entitled Discussion: the Origins of Revisionism in the 
USSR. This article was written by a gentleman with the initials NR, who ts 
yet another star from the CFB galaxy and is the leading light of the Man- 
chester and Stockport Communist Workers Association. NR’s article con- 
tains such gems and profundities that literally a volume could be written on 
it. Despite the temptation, lack of space demands deferral of any exhaustive 
treatment of NR’s article. It is hoped it can be dealt with another day. NR’s 
article is supposed to have been written in defence of Stalin and by way of a 
reply to MF’s article, The origin and development of revisionism in the Soviet 
Union im no 2 of the MLQ (see above). It will now be seen how NR ’de- 
fends’ Stalin and ’refutes’ MF. Here are a few examples of how NR ’de- 
fends’ Stalin: 

The opening sentence of NR’s article reads: “Comrade MF’s article ’'On 
the origins and development of revisionism in the Soviet Union’, WHILST 
MAKING MANY VALID AND PERTINENT CRITICISMS of certain 
policies and incorrect ideas of Stalin ... in the period 1935-52 nevertheless does 
not ... contribute to an understanding of why the Soviet Union has degenerated 
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into an imperialist state.” (p. 51 - emphasis added). 

"Whilst making the valid and pertinent criticisrn" that MF's article does 
not contribute to an understanding of the growth of revisionism ” in the So- 
viet Union and its subsequent degeneration, in NR’s words, “info an imper- 
ialist state", the above opening sentence of NR’s article ts a typical example 
of his rebellion on his knees against MF. It ts surrender and submission to 
MF’s counter-revolutionary allegations all the way along the linc. 

As if the above sentence did not make his surrender perfectly clear, NR 
says in the second paragraph of his article: 

"MANY OF THE POINTS RAISED ARE NOT SERIOUSLY 
DOUBTED BY MOST MARXIST-LENINISTS, but these points do not in 
thernselves indicate revisionist leadership of the CPSU(B), but rather [please 
don’t laugh] errors committed by good Marxist-Leninists ... In fact the whole 
article consists of criticisms, MOSTLY VALID, but sometirnes erroneous, of 
Stalin and the CPSU ... ° (emphasis added). 

It will be remembered that MF’s criticisms of Stalin and the CPSU m- 
clude, among other things, belief in the subsidence of class struggle under 
socialism, incorrect views on the state, nationalist degeneration, lack of a 
mass line and alienation from the masses. If these criticisms are “mostly 
valid", as NR claims they are, then how on carth can the leadership that 
commits these errors be described as a "good Mandst- Leninist" leadership? 
If such a leadership ts a "good Marxist-Leninist" leadership, what then is a 
rotten bourgeois leadership? In order to be a "good Marust-Leninist" 
leadership, must such a leadership believe im the subsidence of class 
struggle under socialism? Must it err on the question of the state? Must #t 
be bourgeois nationalist and alienated from the masses? This is precisely 
what NR is implying. No, Mr NR! Either MF’s criticisms are "mostly valid”, 
in which case Stalin and the CPSU did not constitute a “good Manast-Lenin- 
ist” leadership, or MF’s allegations are wrong (and it has been demonstrated 
above that they are wrong) in which case Stalin and the CPSU did indeed 
constitute a “good Marist-Leninist leadership". One thing or the other. 

Further, in the third paragraph: "... Certainly the relationships between 
the CPSU, the Comintern and the fraternal parties LEFT A LOT TO BE 
DESIRED, but so did internal party relationships in the CPSU from 1921 on- 
wards ..." (emphasis added). 


See how NR defends’ Stalin? He thinks that if he adds a few of his own 
attacks on the CPSU to those of MF this will metamorphose into a defence 
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of Stalin. 

Paragraph four: "MF mentions also the shifts in policy in 1928, 1935 and 
1939 towards the social-democratic parties and says that these policy shifts 
may have been incorrect. THAT MAY BE SO, but why should such shifts 
lead to revisionism?” (Emphasis added). 

All the above wonderful gems are contained in the very first page of an 
article written supposedly in defence of Stalin!! On the next page (52) NR 
says: 

*... MF states that Stalin saw the external rather than internal contradictions 
as being decisive in the struggle for socialism. There is certainly some evidence 
that STALIN WAS SUFFERING FROM SOME IDEOLOGICAL CONFU- 
SION ON THIS QUESTION ..." (Emphasis added). Look who ts speak- 
ing!!! 

Page 54: “Some of the issues raised by MF ARE CERTAINLY contribu- 
tory factors to the rise of revisionism in the Soviet Union, particularly the con- 
cesstons to the nationalists and the new bourgeoisie [727] during the war, the 
tremendous pay differentials in the army and the INTRODUCTION OF 
BOURGEOIS CUSTOMS into the army, the NATIONALIST deviations ... 
AND THE LACK OF A MASS LINE ... 

“However, whilst the points raised by MF are valid, it must be stated that 
MF raises them in an idealist and metaphysical manner .. It CANNOT BE 
DENIED that these tendencies indicated a SERIOUS ERODING of the 
proletarian dictatorship ..." (Emphases added). 

If MF’s “valid” points, instead of being raised "in an idealist and meta- 
physical manner," had been raised in a materialist and dialectical manner, 
what then would have been the result? The result would have been to make 
MF’s “valid” points even more “valid” and forceful. Is NR’s complamt, then, 
as ’defender’ of Stal, that MF’s attacks on Stalin are not forceful cnough? 
A strange defence indecd of Stalin! 

In his zeal to ’defend’ Stalin, on page 55, NR reaches the queer conclu- 
sion that the Great Socialist October Revolution in Russia in 1917 did not 
smash the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie: "Whilst the Russian proletariat 
seized state power through the Bolsheviks in 1917, they did not smash the state 
machine ..." 

If the Russian proletariat "did not srnash the [bourgcots] state machine,” 
what was the October revolution all about? ‘Where did socialism come 
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from? Only God and NR can know the answer in that case. 


Page 56 records this wonderful defence’ of Stalin: ° ... It seems to me 
that the new constitution of 1936, seen by many as revisionist, was in effect an 
attempt by the party leadership to involve the masses more and more. How- 
ever [NR’s by now famous ’however’}], BECAUSE OF THE IDEOLOGICAL 
CONFUSION OF STALIN on the question of internal contradictions, the 
new constitution also enabled many dubious elernents, the new bourgeoisie 
[722], whiteguards, halaks, etc., 10 worm their way into positions of power ..." 
(Emphasis added). 

NR then quotes the following lines from MF’s article: 

“Although Stalin himself was not swept along on the nationalist tide he did 
not try to stern tt, he even encouraged it. Perhaps there was no alternative, but 
that begs the question about the nature of the policies prior to the war." 

Here is NR’s comment on the above remarks of MF: "This statement [of 
MF’s| IS BASICALLY TRUE. There was no alternative, but MF goes on to 
conclude that erroneous policies were followed prior to the war, whereas I have 
tried to show [he’s not joking] that, although some mistakes were made, the 
general line was correct." 

The last sentence shows certainly that NR may be bereft of Marnusm-Le- 
ninism but ts certainly not bereft of a sense of humour. Just as we cannot 
justly accuse him of being a Marxist- Lenimist in any degree whatsoever, we 
cannot accuse him of having no sense of humour either. He may be a com- 
plete pauper as far as Marxism-Leninism is concerned, he certainly has a 
rich fund of jokes. After reading his article, which not only admits all the 
bourgeois attacks of MF on Stalin but also adds a few more, one almost be- 
gins to have a healthy respect for even the filth emanating from MF’s pen - 
and that is saying something. 

After reading NR’s ’defence’ of Stalin, it cannot be "seriously doubted by 
most Mamnast-Leninists" that with people like NR as ‘friends’, Stalin needs no 
enemics; it cannot also be "seriously doubted by most Marxist-Leninists" that 
with people like NR to ’refute’ him, MF needs no friends. 

NR unfurls hts true Trotskyist flag when, in the end, he fatalistically 
reaches the conclusion that the triumph of revisionism, of counter-revol- 
ution, in the USSR was mevitable: " ... given the objective circumstances of 
the socialist construction, such a counter-revolution was inevitable," and ironi- 
cally he adds “which is in no way to accept Trotsky’s concept that socialism 
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cannot be built in one country." Really? It would seem that this is precisely 
what it does mean, dear NR! 


NOTES 


1. But perbaps Professor Thomson believes, as did the Trotskyites and Bukharinites, that 
Stalin was mistaken in his categonsation of the kulak elements as being in antagonistic contra- 
diction to the proletarian dictatorship during the period of collectivisation? Perhaps Profes- 
sor Thomson believes, like the Bukhaninites, that the contradiction with the kulak ciements 
was fundamentally non-antagonistic and Only became antagonistic because of Stalin's 'mis- 
takes’ in handling the situation? Alternatively, perhaps Professor Thomson belicves that the 
contradiction between the poor and middic peasantry and the proletarian dictatorship was an- 
tagonistic - as did the Trotskyites? If Professor Thomson is in agreement with Bukhann or 
Trotsky, why does he not say so? Any honest worker reading the various speeches of Stalin re- 
produced in thts pamphiet will be convinced that it was Stalin who understood the difference 
between antagonistic and non-antagonistic contradictions, not Bukharin or Professor Thom- 
son, not Trotsky or Professor ‘Thomson. 


2. Neither MF’s nor NR’s article contnbutes to an understanding of the growth of revisionism 
in the USSR. Revisionism means the restoration of capitalism. Neither of these two articles 
cven mentioned, let alone analysed, the question of whether this had indeed taken place im the 
USSR at that time. All that was made available were little titbits torn from their context. 


Chapter 26 


Stalin and the Intelligentsia 


No This allegation was le- 
velled by the Finsbury Communist Association (FCA) in a letter dated 
2 July 1973, addressed to the Association of Communist Workers. The ap- 
propriate part of this letter reads thus: 


“We should like to hear your opinion of Stalin and Zhdanov’s attitude to 
the Soviet intelligentsia expressed at the 18th Congress and subsequently wnit- 
ten into the partly rules. The relevant pages of the book [i.e., The Land of So- 
cialism Today and Tomorrow] are pp. 51-53, pp. 180-183, pp. 447-448, 
Section 1, page 457 Section I. A few excerpts indicate the nature of the matter. 

"Stalin said "It ts therefore all the more astonishing and strange that after all these 
fundamental changes im the states of the intelligentsia, people should be found within 
our Party who attempt to apply the old theory, which was directed against the bourgeois 
intelligentsia, to our mew, Soviet intelligentsia, which is basically a socialist intelligentsia. 
These people, appears, assert that workers and peasants who anti] recently were work- 
ing in Stakhamev fashion in the factories and collective farms and who were then sent to 
the universities to be educated, thereby ceased to be real people and became second-rate 
people. So we are to conclude that education is a pernicious and dangerous thing’ 


"The resolution adopted on the report of Zhdanov States: 


"*This new situation makes it mccessary to amend the conditions of admission to the 
Party laid down in the Rules of the CPSU(B). The existing system, 2s prescribed im the 
Party Roles, of admitting mew meusbers info the Party in accordance with four different 
categories, depending upon the social status of the applicant, is obviously incompatible 
with the changes im the class structure of Soviet society resulting frem the victery ef se- 
cialism in the USSR. The need for different categories of admission ef new members and 
of varying probationary periods has disappeared. Accordingly, uniferm conditions ef ad- 
mission and a uniform peried ef probation shoald be established for all new members, ir- 
respective of whether they belong to the working ciess, the peasantry er the intefligentsia’. 

"Thus the party of the working class became, in effect, a ‘party of the whole 
people’. The intelligentsia, who already held privileged positions in society by 
virtue of position and education were admitted to the party on equal terms with 
workers. Small wonder that the Soviet Union degenerated. The latest figures 
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4 
for membership composition of the CPSU(B) (which you may confirm by 
referring to Soviet News in Marx House) shows workers 40%, peasants 15%, 
intelligentsia 45%. 

"Would you not agree that this, at any rate, was one mistake of Stalin's?" 

To answer the FCA the following points must be made. 

A study of the published views of Comrade Stalin, in particular the rele- 
vant sections of his Draft Constitution speech and the specch at the 18th 
Congress of the CPSU, concerning the intelligentsia, convincingly shows 
that his position on the subject was a Marxist-Leninist position. He correct- 
ly held, in accordance with the science of Marxism-Leninism, that the intel- 
ligentsia is a special social stranum; that the mtelligentsia in history has 
played an important role in the development of culture, science and tech- 
nology, that it has mainly served the interests of the classes in power; that 
because no ruling class in any social order can do without its own intelli- 
gentsia, this is why every class which comes to power devotes special atten- 
tion to creating an intelligentsia to serve it; that whereas under capitalism 
the intelligentsia, as a special stratum, is recruited from various classes, 
mainly from the exploiting classes, and serves the interests of the exploiting 
classes, under socialism the intelligentsia is recruited mainly from the work- 
ing class and labouring peasantry, and serves the interests of the working 
class and labouring masses; that in socialist society the role and composition 
of the intelligentsia as a social stratum is different from that under capital- 
ism; that led by the working class and its Manast- Leninist Party, the socialist 
intelligentsia plays a great role in the creation of the material and cultural 
values of socialist society, that, being mainly recruited from the working 
class and labouring peasantry, the socialist intelligentsia ts closely linked 
with these two classes by common economic, political and ideological inter- 
ests, by the common aim for the construction of socialism and communism. 

Never did Stalin negate, as do the Khrushchevite revisionists in the pres- 
ent-day USSR, the existence of the intelligentsia as a special social stratum; 
never did he merge it mto the fundamental classes of socialist society; never 
did he consider the entire intelligentsia as a component part of the working 
class and the labouring peasantry. 

In any genuine socialist society - which the USSR was during the time of 
Stal - as a result of the unprecedented growth of the productive forces, of 
the elimination of the exploiting classes, the narrowing of the essential dis- 
tinctions between the working class and the peasantry, the mtclligentsia 
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grows in number. Its role in the development of society grows and there is a 
continual rise in the ideological, political, educational, cultural and techni- 
cal level of the working class and the peasantry. This does not mean, how- 
ever, that in the conditions of socialism all distimctions disappear and that 
we can no longer speak of the intelligentsia as a special stratum. The intelli- 
gentsia, wrote Lenin, " ... will rernain a special stratum until the attainment of 
the highest level of development of the communist society ..." That this was 
Stalin’s position also can be seen from his speech on the Draft Constitution, 
his speech to the 18th Congress of the CPSU and from his Economic Prob- 
lens of Socialism in the USSR. Stalin never departed from the correct Mar- 
xist-Leninist position which regards the intelligentsia as a special social 
Stratum. 

According to the science of Marxism-Leninism, the role played by this 
special stratum - the socialist intelligentsia - is directly dependent on the 
leading, vanguard, role played by the working class. Therefore, although 
the role of the intelligentsia mm the process of socialist construction con- 
tinues to grow, it can never replace the Icading role of the working class. 
Reflecting this correct position, Stalin fought all his life against the twin 
evils - of the concepts and manifestations of intellectualism and intellectual 
conceit and arrogance on the one hand, and of the vulgar concepts which 
negate and undervalue the work and role of the intelligentsia on the other 
hand. 


It was not until after the Khrushchevite revisionists usurped power in the 
USSR that the role of the wtelligentsia changed. The revisionists put for- 
ward such rotten theses as the ’State of the whole people’ and ’the Party of 
the whole people’ as a cover for the restoration of capitalism. It was only 
after the revisionists had succeeded in changing the colour of the CPSU, 
turning it from a revolutionary into a rotten revisionist party, that they suc- 
ceeded also in changing the role of the intelligentsia in the USSR, that they 
succeeded in absolutising the role of the intelligentsia. The attempts of the 
revisionist theoreticians to obliterate, to wipe out, all distinctions between 
the intelligentsia and the working class are aimed precisely at negating the 
leading role of the working class. For, once if is granted that there are no 
distinctions between thc working class on the one hand, and the entire mtel- 
ligentsia on the other hand, a convenient formula has already been found 
for negating the leading role of the working class, for pushing it more and 
mere into the background, and for pushing the intelligentsia more and more 
into the forefront. Such obliteration, such wiping out, of all distinction be- 
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tween the working class and the intelligentsia, however, never took place in 
the USSR during the time of Stalin. At that time the intelligentsia conti- 
nucd to be considered a special stratum, just as the working class continued 
most definitcly to be considered the leading class. 

The ‘logic’ of the FCA ts hopelessly illogical when from the above- 
quoted remarks of Stalin, and from the resolution adopted on the report of 
Zhdanov, it concludes: 


"Thus the Party of the worlang class became, in effect, a ‘party of the whole 
people’. The intelligentsia, who already held privileged positions in society by 
virtue of position and education were admitted to the party on equal terms with 
workers. Small wonder that the Soviet Union degenerated. The latest figures 
for membership composition of the CPSU(B) ... shows workers 40%, peasants 
15%, intelligentsia 45%.” 

First, in the paragraph quoted by FCA, Stalin is simply explaining the 
difference between the Soviet socialist intclligentsia and the bourgeois intel- 
igentsia. He is emphasising that onc cannot have the same attitude towards 
labouring peasantry, and imbued, as it was, with the ideals of socialism and 
communism, that one ts used to entertaining with regard to the bourgeois 
served the interests of these classes. He is far from saying that all distinc- 
tions between the working class and the intelligentsia had been wiped out; 
he is far from negating the leading role of the working class. How can one, 
then, come to the conclusion, as does the FCA, that “Thus the party of the 
working class became, in effect, a ‘party of the whole people”? Uniform condi- 
tions of admission, brought into operation to meet the new situation, could 
not - and did not - by itself lead to the party of the proletariat becoming a 
"party of the whole people’. No such thing could take place as long as the 
leading role of the proletariat was not negated. This negation of the leading 
role of the proletariat took place after the usurpation of power by the 
Khrushchevite revisionists and not before. Uniformity of conditions of 
membership does not give an automatic right of membership to the Party, 
people have to be admitted into the Party, they cannot simply enrol them- 
selves into it. So long as the Party continued to be a revolutionary Party, it 
made sure that only those of the intclligentsia were admitted into the Party 
as satisfied the requirements of the revolutionary Party. But with the victory 
of Khrushchevite revisionism, things changed; and those of the intelhgentsia 
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most suficring from mtellectualist conceit were brought in on an increasing 
scale. The revisionists, while m actual practice reversing the construction of 
socialism, putting into effect more and more bourgeois economic norms 
with a view to the restoration of capitalism, hypocritically put forward the 
theory that all distinctions between the intclligentsia and the working class 
had becn oblitcrated. The Party, they asserted, had become a "Pasty of the 
whole people’ and the Soviet state "the State of the whole people’. 

It is interesting to note that FCA m support of its allegation produces 
only the “latest figures for membership composition of the CPSU(B)". What 
have these latest figures to do with Stalin and the CPSU(B) he led. If the 
FCA is making the point that the CPSU(B) has become a revisionist party 
since the death of Stalin - since the victory of Khrushchevite modem revi- 
sionism - then this point is indisputable. If, however, it is asserting that the 
CPSU became revisionist, that the Soviet Union degenerated before the 
death of Stalin, then # is up to the FCA to prove it. It bas done no such 
thing. All it has done ts to produce the “latest figures for membership compo- 
sition of the CPSU(B),” which only confirm the fact that the degencration of 
the Soviet Union took place after the death of Stalm. Let the FCA quote 
the figures for membership composition of the CPSU(B) for the period 
leading up to Stalin’s death. In the absence of any substantiation by the 
FCA, there is no case to answer, particalarly im vicw of what has been said 
above about the viewpomt held by Stalin concerning the intelligentsia as a 
special social stratum and the leading role of the working class. 


Chapter 27 


Conclusion 


er eee fey ee pe lore ae eo 
levelled against Stalin are untruc. The ’critics’ have by their ’criticisms’ of 
Stalin only helped to expose their own hopeless confusion. In his article in 
MLQ no. 2, MF says: “The revolutionary movernent is at present suffering 
from a serious lack of theoretical clarity.” (page 3). The rest of his article 
scems to have been written (the author may not have realised this) just to 
furnish proof of this statement. In all fairness the author, MF, must be con- 
gratulated on bis brilliant success in revealing m such a remarkable way 
such "a serious lack of theoretical clarity" as he is suffering from. On this 
score, Congratulations are also due to Professor Thomson and NR. 

Our ’critics’ started with a desire to explain the Origin and development 
of revisionism in the Soviet Union. They achieve nothing of the kind. They 
end up by making a few anti-communist, anti-Sovict and anti-Stalin asser- 
tions. The anfi-communist movement is expected by these gentlemen to ac- 
cept these revisionist assertions as an analysis of the origin and development 
of revisionism in the USSR! In view of what has been said above to refute 
these 'critics’, one has the right (and can afford) to laugh at the coarse in- 
vective levelled against Comrade Stalin by these gentlemen, pouring forth 
thei ignorance im the oracular tone of scientific infallibility. The answer to 
the question of what precisely were the reasons for the triumph of Khrush- 
chevite revisionism in the USSR after the death of Stalin is not yet known. 
Nevertheless it ts necessary to hammer a final nail into the coffin of preten- 
as analysis of "the origin and development of revisionism in the Soviet Union." 

The usurpation of power by the revisionists in 1956 at the 20th Party 
Congress can in no way be cited as proof that the ’critics’ of Stalin are right 
in their criticisms of him. Such a method of arguing would be a disgrace to 
Marx's dialectical method and his matenalist theory, and it would be imper- 
missible for Marxists. Nevertheless, this is precisely the way in which the 
MFs do argue. This only gocs to show that in dealing with them we are face 
to face with petty-bourgeots fortune hunters and not with thoroughgoing 
materialists, Le., Mandsts. The type of person we are dealing with m MF 
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becomes clear from the following profundity: 

"If on his death, Stalin left behind hirn a proletarian dictatorship, it had 
certainly undergone a good deal of erosion. It has been said that the biggest 
criticisrn that can be made of Stalin is that he was followed by Khrushchev. 
And that speaks volumes." 

In other words, the usurpation of power im the Soviet Union by the 
Khrushchevite revisionists means that Stalin is respoasible for this revision- 
ist victory; it means that 30 long years of Comrade Stalin’s struggle against 
revisionism must thereby stand discredited; it means that revisionism be- 
came triumphant in the Soviet Union not in spite of Stalin but because of 
him. Why? Because revisionism was successful in the end, say the MFs of 
this world. What if revisionism had not been successful? All would have 
been well with Stalin, according to this ‘logic’. This is the kind of rubbish 
that is presented by the MFs of this world to the movement m the name of 
historical analysis! Would it not be more apt to describe MF’s diatribes 
against Comrade Stalin as hysterical analysis rather than historical analysis? 
These gentlemen simply work backwards from cestain events. "The biggest 
criticism that can be made of Stalin is that he was followed by Khrushchev. 
And that speaks volumes." If one extends the logic of their argument, which 
one has every right to do, one reaches the following conclusion: "The biggest 
criticisrn that can be made of Lenin is that he was followed by Stalin, who in 
tum was followed by Khrushchev. And that speaks volumes." And when you 
do that poor old Marx and Engels must begin to shudder in their graves at 
the thought: Whose turn next? 

According to the above logic’ - if it can be called that - if at some future 
date revisionism were to gam ascendancy in China, which it ts to be hoped 
will never happen, then it would be the fault of Mao Tse-tung. In such an 
event all the struggles waged by Comrade Mao Tse-tung against revisionism 
would have to be discounted as not being worthy of note on the part of Mar- 
xists such as MF. * 

Let this preface conclude by quoting a few excerpts from an Editorial of 
Zen I Popullit on the 20th Anniversary of the death of Comrade Stalin: 

‘J.V. STALIN - GREAT REVOLUTIONARY AND MARXIST-LENIN- 
IST 


J.V. STALIN, THIS GLORIOUS DISCIPLE OF V.I. LENIN, WHO 
STOOD FOR THIRTY YEARS AT THE HEAD OF THE SOVIET COM- 
MUNIST PARTY AND STATE, DIED TWENTY YEARS AGO. ALL REvV- 
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OLUTIONARIES AND FREEDOM LOVING peoples rernember Stalin as a 

great revolutionary and an outstanding Marast Leninist who devoted his whole 
life to the defence of the victories of the revolution and of the construction of 
socialismn in the Soviet Union, to the cause of the liberation of the proletariat 
and of all the oppressed peoples. 

"Closely linked with Stalin's name are the briliant victories of the Soviet 
people following the October Socialist Revolution, the building of socialist so- 
Ciety in the Soviet Union, the glorious victory in the second world war against 
the fascist hordes, the development of the communist and workers, national 
liberation and democratic movements in the world. J.V. Stalin developed and 
enriched Leninism, the theory of the construction of socialisrn, of the struggle 
against opportunismn, revisionism and imperialism. After Lenin’s death he 
working class - Trotskyists, Bukharinites, bourgeois nationalists, modern revi- 
sionists; he further developed the teachings of Marx, Engels and Lenin about 
Jarsightedness. He became a comrade, teacher and great defender of ail the 
oppressed, of all those who were fighting for social and national kberation. 

"BECAUSE STALIN WAS SUCH, THE IMPERIALISTS, THE MOD- 
ERN REVISIONISTS AND ALL THE ENEMIES OF COMMUNISM AND 
OF THE FREEDOM OF THE PEOPLES HAVE SOUGHT WITH ALL 
THEIR FORCES TO TARNISH HIS IMAGE AS A DAUNTLESS REVOL- 
UTIONARY AND TO DENIGRATE HIS GLORIOUS PERFORMANCE." 


NOTE 


i. In fact the developments in China, since the death of Mao Tse-tung, have caused some of 
these ‘anti-revisionists’ to swing around and make exactly such accusations. 


Appendix 1 
Lenin’s Testament 


As is clear from the preceding pages, Lenin held a very poor view of 
Trotsky and fought against Trotsky’s opportunist Menshevism and Kaut- 
skyism. It is also well known that Lenin held Stalin in very high esteem as a 
staunch revolutionary of impeccable credentials. Here are a few quotations 
expressing Lenin’s regard, enthusiasm and affection for Stalin: 

As early as February 1913, mm a letter to Maxim Gorky, Lenin wrote: 

"We have a marvellous Georgian who has set down to write a big article for 
Prosveshcheniye, for which he has collected ALL the Austrian and other ma- 
terials.“ (Collected Works, Vol 35, p.84). 

In December of the same year, Lenin refers to Stalin as the Party's lead- 

"The situation and the fundamentals of a national programme for Social- 
Democracy have recently been dealt within Marust theoretical literature (the 
most prominent place being taken by Stalin’s article)" (Collected Works, Vol 
19, p.539). 

When m March 1922, at the 11th Party Congress, Preobrazhensky 
criticised Stalin for holding the posts of People’s Commissar of Nationalities 
as well as People’s Commissar of State Control, Lenin defended Stalin in 
the following tcrms: 

"The Turkestan, Caucasian and other questions ... are all political ques- 
tions. These are questions that have engaged the attention of European states 
for hundreds of years... We are settling them; and we need a man to whom the 
representatives of any of these nations can go and discuss their difficulties in 
all detail. Where can we find such a man? I don't think Comrade Preobraz- 
hensky could suggest any better candidate than Comrade Stalin. 

“The same thing applies to Workers’ and Peasants’ Inspection. This ts a 
vast business; but to be able to handle investigations we must have at the head 
of if a man who enjoys high prestige, otherwise we shall become submerged tn 
and overwhelmed by petty intrigue.” (Collected Works, Vol 33, p.315). 

And it was on the proposal of no less a person than Lenin himself that, 


608 TROTSKYISM OR LENINISM? 


following the 11th Party Congress, m April 1922, the Central Committce 
created the supreme Party post of General Secretary and elected Stalin to 
it. 

"It is ... fanciful for some historians, official and unofficial, to suggest that 
Stalin was NOT Lenin’s personal choice for the post of General Secretary of 
the Central Committee to which he was elevated in April 1922.” (A.B. Ulam: 
Stalin: the Man and his Era, London, 1989, p. 205). 
authonity for this key post [of General Secretary] was Stalin ... There can be 
no doubt that Lenin supported the nomination, which he probably muitiated.“ 
(Ian Grey, Stalin: Man of History). 

Something must have happened in late 1922 to cause Lenin radically to 
change his long-held views of Stalin and Trotsky. In his letter to the Party 
Congress, Lenin expressed himself thus: | 

“Stalin is too rude, and this defect ... becomes intolerable in a Secretary- 
General. That is why I suggest that the comrades think about removing Stalin 
from that post." (Collected Works, Vol 36, p. 596). 

In the same letter, Lenin spoke of Trotsky as possessing ° ... outstanding 
ability. He is perhaps the most capable man in the present Central Commit- 
tee." (Ibid. p. 595). 

On the basis of the above single pronouncement, Trotskyist and bour- 
geois mythology has tried to build up a picture according to which the rela- 
tions between Trotsky and the Bolshevik Party were based on trust and 
confidence; that Trotsky’s difficulties with the Bolshevik Party arose only 
after the assumption of its leadership by Stalin. That this ts not so, we have 
already demonstrated beyond any shred of doubt. The question that must 
be answered, however, is why Lenin altered his views of Stalin and Trotsky. 
Two factors seem to have played a part in this regard: first the question of 
Georgian nationalism, and, second, Lenin’s illness. 


Georgian nationalism 


Concerned at the rise of nationalism in the Communist Party of Georgia, 
and in an effort to counter it, Lenin, in complete agreement with Stalin, pro- 
posed that "... a federation of the Transcaucasian republics [comprising Ar- 
menia, Azerbaijan and Georgia] is absofutely correct in principle, and should 
be implemented without fail." (Lenin, Memo to J.V. Stalin, 23 November 
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1921, Collected Works Vol 33 p.127). 

Lenin’s proposal was unanimously adopted by the Political Bureau and 
confirmed by three subsequent decisions of the Central Committee. Conse- 
quently the Transcaucasian Federation was founded on 12 March, 1922, and 
existed until 1936. The Transcaucasian Federation was formed as an “organ 
of national peace" m an area which, under the Tsars, Mussavatists, Dashnaks 
and Mensheviks, had been characterised by “massacre and strife": 

"From very early times Transcaucasia has been an arena of massacre and 
strife and, under the Mensheviks and Dashnaks, it was an arena of war ... 

"That is why the Central Committee has on three occasions affirmed the 
necessity of preserving the Transcaucasian Federation as an organ of national 

"The point ts that the bonds of the Transcaucasian Federation deprive 
Georgia of that somewhat privileged position which she could assume by virtue 
of her geographical position ... Georgia has her own port - Batu - through 
which goods must flow from the West; Georgia has a railway junction ike Th- 
flis, which the Armenians cannot avoid, nor can Azerbaijan avoid it ... If Geor- 
ga were a separate republic, if she were not part of the Transcaucasian 
Federation, she could present something in the nature of a little ultimatum 
both to Armenia, which cannot do without Tiflis, and to Azerbaijan, which 
cannot do without Batum ... 

“There is yet another reason. Tiflis is the capital of Georgia, but the Geor- 
gians there are not more than 30% of the population, the Armenians not less 
than 35%, and then come all the other nationalities... If Georgia were a separ- 
ate republic, the population could be reshifted somewhat... Was not a well- 
known decree adopted in Georgia to ... reshift the population so as to reduce 
the number of Armenians in Tiflis from year to year, malang them fewer than 
the Georgians, and thus convert Tiflis into a real Georgian capital?” (Stalin, 
Report on National Factors in Party and State Affairs, 12th Congress of the 
RCP(B) m Works Vol 5, FLPH, Moscow, 1953, pp.256-259). 

The wisdom of Stalin’s remarks can readily be appreciated in the light of 
present-day nationalist strife and fratricidal warfare engulfing these areas 
since the break-up of the USSR. But the formation and continuation of the 
Transcaucasian Federation were opposed by a group of prominent Georg)- 
an nationalists, headed by Budu Mdivani and Filipp Makharadze (known as 
the ’Georgian deviators’), within the Communist Party of Georgia. Many of 
these Georgian deviators were to join the Trotskyite anti-Party opposition. 
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The cause of Georgian deviation was not Russian chauvinism but a 
desire on the part of the Georgian nationalists not to lose the geographical 
advantages which would accruc to an independent Georgia - thus creating 
“@ privileged position for the Georgians in Transcaucasia. Therein lies the 
whole danger ... 

“The Georgian deviators .. are pushing us on to the path of granting them 
certain privileges at the expense of the Armenian and Azerbaijanian Republics. 
But that is a path we cannot take, for tt means certain death to ... Soviet power 
in the Caucasus.” (Stalin, Works Vol 5, p-258-261). 

The Georgian deviators, while constituting a majority of the Central 
Committee of the Communist Party of Georgia, represented only a tiny mi- 
nority of the Party in Georgia. Taking advantage of their dominant position 
on the Central Committee, the Georgian deviators did everything in their 
power to block the implementation of the Federation and to prevent the 
economic integration of the three republics - even gomg to the length of in- 
stalling military guards on the frontiers of the Georgian republic. 

As preparations were afoot to form the USSR, m accordance with the 
policy of maintaining the Federation, the Central Committee of the Russian 
Communist Party decided, on 6 October 1922, to have Transcaucasia enter 
the Union as one unit. The Georgian deviators’ protest in this regard was 
unanimously rejected by the Central Committee. 

Having mct with no joy from the Central Committee of the Russian 
Communist Party, a group of Georgian deviators telegraphed a direct pro- 
test to Lenin, making in the process a special target of Ordzhonikidze. In 
his telegraphic reply, Lenin rebuked the deviators and defended Ordzhoni- 
hidze in the following terms: 

“I am surprised at the indecent tone of the direct wire message sent by Tsin- 
sadze and others ... | was sure that all the differences had been ironed out by 
the Central Committee Plenum resolutions with my indirect participation and 
with the direct participation of Mdivaru. That is why I resolutely condemn the 
abuse against Ordzhonikidze and insist that your conflict should be referred in 
a decent and loyal tone for settlernent by the RCP CC Secretariat." (Collected 
Works, Vol. 45, Progress Publishers, Moscow, 1970, p582). 

Following Lenin’s rebuke, the Georgian deviators, representing 9 of the 
11 members of the Central Committee of the Communist Party of Georgia, 
resigned in protest on 22 October, 1922, whereupon Ordzhonikidze ap- 
pointed a new Central Committec. 
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The Politburo resolved on 25 November 1922 to send a Commission, 
headed by Felix Dzerzhinsky, to Georgia to work out measures to establish 
tranquillity in the Georgian Communist Party. On 12 December 1922, 
Dzerzhinsky reported the findings of his Commission to Lenin, including 
the decision of the Commission "to recall to Moscow the leaders of the former 
Georgian Central Committee, who were held responsible for everything” (M. 
Lewin, Lenin's Last Struggle, London, 1969, p. 68). 

Then suddenly, at the end of December, 1922, Lenin, who had so vehe- 
mently rebuked the Georgian deviators and equally vehemently defended 
Ordzhonikidze against their assault, reversed his position. In a document, 
which has come to be known as Lenin’s Testament, dictated to his secretary 
Maria Volodicheva, Lenin strongly implies that the accusation of 'Georgian 
nationalism’ against the Georgian deviators was an ‘imaginary’ product of 
Russian chauvinism on the part of Dzerzhinsky, placing the main blame on 
Stalin: 

“Comrade Dzerzhinsky, who went to the Caucasus to investigate the ‘crime’ 
of those 'nationalist-socialists’, distinguished himself there by his tuly Russian 
frame of mind (it is common knowledge that people of other nationalities who 
have become Russified overdo this Russian frame of mind)..." 

Lenin went on to say it was necessary " ... to defend the non-Russian from 
the onslaught of that really Russian man, the Great Russian chauvinist, in sub- 
stance a rascal and a tyrant ... I think that Stalin's ... spite against the notorious 
‘nationalist-socialism’ played a fatal role here. In politics spite generally plays 
the basest of roles..." 

And Stalin is described as " ... the Georgian who ... casually flings about 
accusations of ‘nationalist-socialisrn’, whereas he hirnself is a real and true 
‘nationalist-socialist’ and even a vulgar Great-Russian bully ... The political re- 
sponsibility for all this truly Great-Russian nationalist campaign must, of 
course, be laid on Stalin and Dzerzhinsky." (Lenin, The Question of Nation- 
alities, or ’Autonomisation’, Collected Works Vol 36). 

In March 1923, Lenin dictated a letter to Trotsky asking him to defend 
the Georgian case in the Central Committee - a task which Trotsky declined 
on a plea of ill-health. A day after writing to Trotsky, Lenin also wrote to 
the "Georgian deviators’ expressing his support for their cause. In spite of 
Lenin’s change of position, however, the Politburo of the party refused, on 
the 26th of March 1922, by 6 votes to 1, to change its position on the Trans- 
caucasian Federation or the political character of the Georgian deviators, as 
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invited to do so by a motion presented by Trotsky. 
Lenin’s liness 


Towards the cnd of 1921, Lenin fell seriously il] and was forced to rest 
for several weeks. On 23 April 1922, he underwent surgery for the treat- 
ment of one of the bullets fired at him in an assassination attempt by the So- 
cialist Revolutionary, Fanya Kaplan, on 30 August 1918. On 26 May 1922, 
16 December, 1922, Lenin suffered two dangerous strokes, with yet another 
attack on December 23rd. On 10 March, 1923, a new stroke paralysed half 
his body, depriving him of the capacity to speak and putting an cnd to his 
political activity. On 21 January, 192A, this remarkable giant passed away. 

The document known as Lenin’s Testament was dictated by him between 
23 and 31 December, 1922, with a further supplement on 4 January, 1923 - 
that is, after suffering four severe strokes which not oaly adversely affected 
his health, but left him totally isolated from the outside world. 

On 18 December 1922, a plenum of the Central Committee made Stalin 
personally responsible for the observance of the regime prescribed by the 
doctors. According to Robert McNeal: " ... though virtually Lenin’s legal 
guardian, Stalin never saw his charge in person ..." after 13 December 19722, 
which was " ... the last time Stalin saw Lenin alive" (RH. McNeal, Stalin: 
Man and Ruler, Basingstoke, 1988, p.73). 

According to the strict rules established, no visitors were to be allowed. 
Except for the doctors and his immediate family, Leni was permitted to 
see only his secretaries. In these circumstances, a crucial role was played by 
Lenin’s wife, Nadezhda Krupskaya, whose " ... long personal antipathy to 
Stalin" ts spoken of by Robert McNeal, her biographer. 

After Lenin’s death, Krupskaya was an open and active member of the 
Trotskyist opposition: 

"The 14th Party Congress [in December 1925] itseff was the pinnacle of 
Krupskaya’s career in the opposition ... It was left to her to begin the opposi- 
tion's critique. 

“Krupskaya rernained in the opposition .. until October 1926 ... She signed 
the major political manifesto that the Trotsky-Zinoviev opposition produced in 
this period, the Declaration of the Thirteen, .. along with another protest 
against Soviet policy in the English General Swike of 1926.° (RH. McNeal, 
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Bride of the Revolution: Krupskaya and Lenin, London, 1973, pp. 250-256). 

Although Stalin hinted at the 15th Conference of the CPSU in Novem- 
ber 1926 that Krupskaya had left the opposition, it was not until six months 
later that Krupskaya personally confirmed this. 

"Is it not a fact Comrade Krupskaya, for instance, is leaving the opposition 
bloc? (Stormy applause)" (Stalin, Works Vol 8, p.371). 

“On May 20, 1922, Pravda carried a short note from Krupskaya to the edi- 
tor. In it she gave the Party and the public at large the first confirmation that 
she had left the opposition .. There was no word of repentance on any specific 
issue.” (McNeal, Bride of the Revolution, pp. 261-262). 

Lenin’s biographer, Robert Payne, though violently hostile to Stalin, 
nevertheless makes this observation regarding Krupskaya’s behaviour dur- 
mere 

.. Krupskaya ... showed not the slightest intention of carrying out the or- 
iif tanta tn 4a belbheees een asec spite 
fed to Lenin ... while he lay ill, she was his ears and eyes, his sole powerful 
contact with the ‘outside world™ (R Payne, The Life and Death of Lenin, Lon- 
don, 1964, pp. 555-556). 

And these "scraps of information" were doubtless hostile to Stalin and fa- 
vourable to Trotsky and the Georgian deviators. Her biographer concurs 
that Stalin was justified in his suspicion that she had influenced Lenin’s atti- 
tude towards him during the period of his illness: 

“She may have influenced Lenin’s attitude toward Stalin, intentionally or 
otherwise ... Stalin is justified in suspecting that she had, as he later intimated." 
(McNeal, ibid. p.223). 

Robert Payne is more forthright: 

“Krupskaya did what she had to do: she waged war against Stalin." (Payne, 
op. cit. p. 563). 

On 22 December 1922, Stalin reprimanded Krupskaya over the tele- 
phone for feeding Lenin with selective scraps of information and threatened 
to bring the matter before the Central Control Commission of the CPSU. 
This telephone call formed the basis for Krupskaya to write to Kamenev 
complaming about Stalin’s ’rudeness’: 

“Stalin subjected me to a storm of the coarsest abuse yesterday about a 
brief note that Lenin dictated to me ... I know better than all the doctors what 
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can and what cannot be said to Ilyich, for I know what disturbs him and what 
doesn't. And in any case I know better than Stalin ... 


"I have no doubt as to the unanimous decision of the Control Commission 
with which Stalin takes it upon himself to threaten me, but I have neither the 
time nor the energy to lose in such a stupid farce.” (N.K. Krupskaya, Letter to 
Lev Karnenev, 23.12.22, cated in M Lewin, op.cit.) 

Krupskaya reporting the conversation she had had with Stalin to him, and 
on the Sth of March he wrote to Stalin as follows: 

"You have been so rude as to summon my wife to the telephone and use 
bad language ... What has been done against my wife I consider having been 
done against me as well. I ask you, therefore, to think it over whether you are 
prepared to ... make your apologies, or whether you prefer that relations be- 
tween us should be broken off.* (Lenin, Letter to J.V. Stalin, 5.323, Collected 
Works Vol.45). 


A pote m the same volume of Lenm’s Collected Works, p.758, says that 
Maria Ulyanova, Lenim’s sister, wrote to the Praesidium of the 1926 Joint 
Plenum of the CC and the CCC to the effect that Stalin had in fact offered 
to apologise. 

Trotskyist and other bourgeois and petty-bourgcots circles have levelled 
the charge that Stalin suppressed Lenin’s will. The facts, however, arc just 
the opposite. On 18 May 192A, Krupskaya sent the ‘will’ to Kamencv, who 
passed it on to the General Secretary, Stalin. The latter, on 19 May, passed 
the same to the Steering Committec for the 13th Congress, due to begin on 
23 May 1924. Let Stalin take up the story: 

"Now about Lenin’s ‘will’. The oppositionists shouted here - you heard 
thern - that the Central Committee of the Party 'concealed’ Lenin’s ‘will’. We 
have discussed this question several times at the pleruum of the Central Com- 
mittee and Central Control Commission, you know that. (A voice: 'Scores of 
ames.’) It has been proved and proved again that nobody has concealed any- 
thing, that Lenin's ‘will’ was addressed to the Thirteenth Party Congress, that 
this will’ was read out at the congress (voices: "That's right!’), that the congress 
UNANIMOUSLY decided not to publish it because, among other things, 
Lenin himself did not want it to be published and did not ask that it should be 
published. The opposition knows all this just as well as we do. Nevertheless, it 
has the audacity to declare that the Central Committee is ‘concealing’ the 
will’. 
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"The question of Lenin’s ‘will’ was brought up, if I am not mistaken, as far 
back as 1924. There is a certain Eastman, a former American Communist who 
was later expelled from the Party. This gentlernan, who mixed with Trotskyists 
in Moscow, picked up some rumours and gossip about Lenin's ‘will’, went 
abroad and published a book entitled After Lenm’s Death, in which he did 
his best to blacken the Party, the Central Committee and the Soviet regime, 
and the gist of which was that the Central Cornmittee of our Party was ’con- 
cealing’ Lenin's ‘will’. In view of the fact that tis Eastman had at one time 
been connected with Trotsky, we, the members of the Political Bureau, called 
upon Trotsky to dissociate himself from Eastrnan who, clutching at Trotsky 
and referring to the opposition, had made Trotsky responsible for the slande- 
rous staternents against our Party about the ‘will’. Since the question was so 
obvious, Trotsky did, indeed, publicly dissociate himself from Eastrnan in a 
staternent he made in the press. It was published in September 1925 in Bol- 
shevik, No. 16. 

"Permit me to read the passage in Trotsky’s article in which he deals with 
the question whether the Party and its Central Committee was concealing 
Lenin’s ‘will’ or not. I quote Trotsky’s article: 

"In several parts of his book Eastrnan says that the Central Committee 
‘concealed’ from the Party a number of exceptionally important documents 
written by Lenin in the last period of his life (it is a matter of letters on the na- 
tional question, the so-called ‘will’, and others); THERE CAN BE NO 
OTHER NAME FOR THIS SLANDER AGAINST THE CENTRAL COM- 
MITTEE OF OUR PARTY. From what Eastrnan says it may be inferred that 
Viadirnir Ilyich intended those letters, which bore the character of advice on in- 
ternal organisation, for the press. In point of fact, that is absolutely untrue. 
During his illness Viadimir Ilyich often sent proposals, letters, and so forth, to 
the Party’s leading institutions and to its congress. It goes without saying that 
all those letters and proposals were always delivered to those for whom they 
were intended, were brought to the knowledge of the delegates of the Twelfth 
and Thirteenth Congresses, and always, of course, exercised due influence 
upon the Party’s decisions; and if not all of those letters were published, it was 
because the author did not intend them for the press. Viadimir Ilyich did not 
leave any ‘will’, and the very character of his attitude towards the Party, as well 
as the character of the Party itself, precluded the possibility of such a ‘will’. 
What is usually referred to as a ‘will’ in the émigré and foreign bourgeois and 
Menshevik press (in a manner garbled beyond recognition) is one of Vladimir 
Ilyich’s letters containing advice on organisational matters. The Thirteenth 
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Congress of the Party paid the closest attention to that letter, as to all of the 
others, and drew from it conclusions appropriate to the conditions and circurn- 
stances of the ame. ALL TALK ABOUT CONCEALING OR VIOLATING 
A 'WILL’ IS A MALICIOUS INVENTION AND IS ENTIRELY DI- 
RECTED AGAINST VLADIMIR ILYICH’S REAL WILL, and against the 
interests of the Party he created’ (See Trotsky’s article 'Concerning Eastrnan’s 
Book - After Lenin’s Death’, Bolshevik, No.16, Septernber I, 1925, p.68). 

"Clear, one would think. That was written by none other than Trotsky. On 
what grounds, then, are Trotsky, Zinoviev and Kamenev now spinning a yarn 
about the Party and its Central Committee ‘concealing’ Lenin's ‘will’? It is 
permissible’ to spin yarns, but one should know where to stop. 

“It is said that in that ‘will’ Comrade Lenin suggested to the congress that in 
view of Stalin's ‘rudeness’ it should consider the question of putting another 
comrade in Stalin's place as General Secretary. That is quite true. Yes, com- 
rades, I am nude to those who grossly and perfidiously wreck and split the 
Party. I have never concealed this and do not conceal it now. Perhaps some 
mildness is needed in the treatment of splitters, but I arn a bad hand at that. At 
the very first meeting of the plenum of the Central Committee after the Thir- 
teenth Congress I asked the plenum of the Central Committee to release me 
from my duties as General Secretary. The congress itself discussed this ques- 
tion. It was discussed by each delegation separately, and all the delegations u- 
nanimously, inchiding Trotsky, Kamenev and Zinoviev, OBLIGED Stalin to 
remain at his post. 

“What could I do? Desert my post? That is not in my nature; I have never 
deserted any post, and I have no right to do so, for that would be desertion. As 
I have already said before, I arn not a free agent, and when the Party unposes 
an obligation upon me, I must obey. 

“A year later I again put in a request to the plenum to release me, but I was 
again obliged to remain at my post. 

“What else could I do? 

“As regards publishing the ‘will’, the congress decided not to publish it, 
since it was addressed to the congress and was not intended for publicatwn. 

"We have the decision of a plenum of the Central Committee and Central 
Control Commission in 1926 to ask the Fifteenth Congress for permission to 
publish this document. We have the decision of the sarne plenum of the Cen- 
tral Committee and Central Control Commission to publish other letters of 
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Lenin’s, in which he pointed out the mistakes of Karnenev and Zinoviev just 
before the October uprising and demanded their expulsion from the Party. 

“Obviously, talk about the Party concealing these documents ts infarnous 
slander. Among these documents are letters from Lenin urging the necessity of 
apelling Zinoviev and Karnenev from the Party. The Bolshevik Party, the Cen- 
tral Committee of the Bolshevik Party, have never feared the truth. The strength 
of the Bolshevik Party hes precisely in the fact that it does not fear the truth 
and looks the truth straight in the face. 

"The opposition is trying to use Lenin's will’ as a trurnp card; but it is 
enough to read this ‘will’ to see that it is not a trump card for them at all. On 
the contrary, Lenin’s ‘will’ is fatal to the present leaders of the opposition. 

"Indeed, it is a fact that in his will’, Lenin accuses Trotsky of being guilty of 
*non-Bolshevism’ and, as regards the mistake Kamenev and Zinoviev made 
during October, he says that this mistake was not ’accidental’. What does that 
mean? It means that Trotsky, who suffers from non-Bolshevism’, and Kame- 
nev and Zinoviev, whose mistakes are not ‘accidental’ and can and certainly 
will be repeated, cannot be POLITICALLY trusted. 

"It is characteristic that there is not a word, not a hint in the ‘will’ about 
Stalin having made mistakes. It refers only to Stalin’s rudeness. But rudeness is 
not and cannot be counted as a defect in Stalin’s POLITICAL kine or posi- 
fion. 

“Here is the relevant passage in the ‘will’: 

"I shall not go on to characterise the personal qualities of the other mem- 
bers of the Central Commitiee. I shall merely rernind you that the October epi- 
sode with Zinoviev and Kamenev was, of course, not accidental, but that they 
can be blamed for it personally as little as Trotsky can be blamed for his non- 
Bolshevism’. 

"Clear, one would think" (The Trotskyist Opposition Before and Now, 
Speech delivered at a Meeting of the Jot Plenum of the Central Commit- 
tee and Central Control Commission of the CPSU(B), October 23, 
1927)(Stalin’s emphases). 


Conclusion 


I conclude this section with the following words of Bill Bland: 
"The fact that, despite Lenin’s reputation as the world’s leading Marast, his 
call, in his "Testarnent’, for the removal of Stalin from the post of General Sec- 
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retary was rejected by the 13th Congress of the CPSU, says much about the cir- 
cumstances in which the dojunent came to be issued. BUT IT SAYS EVEN 
MORE ABOUT THE HIGH ESTEEM IN WHICH STALIN WAS HELD 
BY THE PARTY” (Bill Bland, Lenin’s Testarnent, - an cxcellent paper 
presented to the Stalin Society). 


Appendix 2 
Trotsky and the Imperialist Press 


Another way of shedding light on the counter-revolutionary essence of 
Trotskyism is to examine it in the context of the relations of Trotskyism with 
the bourgeois press. It is well known that the imperialist press denigrates 
and denounces al] Marxian ideas and all Marxists. But how did this imper- 
ialist press treat Trotsky, allegedly the greatest Bolshevik after Lenin? Here 
are some examples: 

Lord Beaverbrook’s Daily Express was in 1929, as it is today, a reaction- 
ary, right-wing, imperialist newspaper. On the Tory side it is one of the 
most effective organs of imperialist propaganda, exercising over the de- 
cades a tremendous imperialist influence on the politics of a significant sec- 
tion of the British working class. When tens of thousands of workers who 
were under the sway of its strident Toryism glanced at their Daily Express on 
27 February, 1929, they found themselves reading the following headlines 
splashed across the front page: 

"TROTSKY’S OWN STORY OF HIS EXILE FROM RUSSIA: Dramatic 
Revelations by Banished Revolutionary: How He Was Rushed To Turkey: 
Bitter Attacks on Stalin, His Chief Enemy: The Use of Force Over a Rebel- 
ious People: An Historic Document: Photographs of M. and Madame Trot- 
sky: Trotsky’s Own Exclusive Story, by Leon Trotsky. 

"The Daily Express publishes today the first instalment of Leon Trotsky’s 
own story of his banishment from the Bolshevist Russia which he did so much 
to create. It is a historic document. Trotsky, ill and exiled in Constantinople, 
where he is protected by Russian officials against the danger of assassination, 
has dramatically broken his long silence. He bitterly blames his arch-enemy, 
Stalin, Dictator of Russia, for the fate that has overtaken him, predicts Stalin's 
downfall, criticises the Soviets’ present regime, and reveals the secret history of 
the developments which have led to his being a penniless political outcast." 

The Daily Express went on to comment on Trotsky’s articles thus: 

"Their political and historical importance is remarkable, and at the sare 
time they are full of vivid human interest that carries the reader from stage to 
stage of an astonishing narrative." 
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, 


The following day the Daily Express again devoted its front page to Trot- 
sky, with the headlines: "Trotsky’s violent denunciation of Stalin: 'Gravedigger 
of the Party’: Amazing Outburst by Exile: ’I will hamper him’: Defiant Chal- 
lenges by Soviet Outcast: What I think of Stalin by Leon Trotsky." Yet again 
on 1 March, 1929, the Daily Express devoted its front page to Trotsky. 

Amidst an avalanche of sensationalist headlines and, as ever, stnking a 
suitable posc, Trotsky began on 27 February, 1929, his articles with the fol- 
lowing lines: 

"Any policy with high ideas should avoid sensation, and my object in wnit- 
ing these despatches is not further to sensationalise my case, but on the con- 
trary to stifle sensation by giving the public objective information as far as 
objectivity is possible in political matters. 

"It is que that I am now adopting a different means of approaching public 
opinion than heretofore; but that is because I am in a different position from 
any I have ever before occupied... 

“My object is not propaganda, but simply veracity. Before I undertook to 
write these articles | demanded entire freedom of expression. I will say what I 
think - or say nothing." 

In the articles which followed these last quoted lines, Trotsky publicly 
launched his new political career. Other powerful mperialist powers in Eu- 
rope and America were quick to follow the lead given by the Daily Express 
and put their columns at the disposal of Trotsky, allowing him to say ’what 
he thought’. 

Commenting on this, the then latest development in Trotskyism, the Co- 
mintern journal Imprecor,, (International Press Correspondence), had this 
to say in ifs issue of 22 March, 1929. 


"Since the end of 1928, the reactionary bourgeois press has been enriched 
by a new collaborator in the person of L.D. Trotsky. In the Daily Express, the 
organ of Chamberiain and of the Conservative Party in Great Britain, in the 
New York Herald and Tribune, the organs of American capitalists, in the 
ultra-right Dutch papers Algemeen Handelsblaad and Nicuve Rotterdam- 
sche Courant, as also in other reactionary bourgeois papers, served by the 
American Consolidated Press Agency, a series of articles by Trotsky has re- 
cently appeared, which were acquired by the agency for a substantial surn of 
American money. This has naturally aroused tiumph in the bourgeois press, 
which could never have accepted that in 1929 they would have no less a colla- 
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borator than 'Mr Trotsky’, as he is described below his portrait in the Daily Ex- 
press. 

"Yes, the bourgeoisie has reason to be glad. For a time the name of 'Mr 
Trotsky’ will serve as a@ bait for the love of sensation on the part of the public 
which the bourgeoisie manages to keep in a state of benighted stupidity. And it 
is well worth paying Trotsky a few thousand or even tens of thousands of dol- 
lars for the articles in which he libels the Communist Party, the Soviet auth- 
orities and the Communist International. 

"Of late years our class enemies have evinced great interest in the fate of 
Trotsky. Both the Social Democratic and the bourgeois press have promptly 
seized upon every invention, every libelous declaration of Trotsky, on all his at- 
tacks on the Party, on its leaders, on the Soviet authority and on the Comin- 
tern. His books and articles are prized by bourgeois publishers and bourgeois 
editors, who are glad to advertise then, seeing that the outward Left veneer of 
his writings is of no significance compared with their counter-revolutionary 
contents and in comparison with the objective counter-revolutionary role 
which these writings have played and still play in the hands of our class 
enemies." 

The Imprecorr article goes on to cite this observation of Theodore Dan, 
who was the leader of the Menshevik émigrés: 

"The Social Democratic labour movernent need have no fear in regard to 
the political activity of Trotsky. On the contrary, he is more likely to give the 
death blow to the Communist movement outside Russia and to induce the 
Communist workers to return to Social Democracy than to strengthen any 
Communist Party or to weaken the Social Dernocrats in any way." 

Writing in a German Social Democratic paper, another Menshevik émi- 
grée says the Imprecorr article “assumes that Trotsky still has rernnants of his 
Communist illusions, symptoms of War Communism, and the like, but points 
out that it is not these differences that must be remernbered but rather the vari- 
ous points which bring Trotsky nearer to the Social Democrats. This ap- 
proach, she says, "is based mainly on the fact that: "Trotsky now derives his 
‘vital’ slogans from the programme of the Russian Social Democrats. The 
Trotskyists are gradually finding the right path”. 

The history of the last more than six decades has fully confirmed the 
confidence expressed in 1929 by the Menshevik reactionaries that Trot- 
skyism would operate to the detriment of the communist movement and for 
the benefit of Social Democracy. Ever since, Trotskyism has continued to 


622 TROTSKYISM OR LENINISM? 


function as a militant, anti- communist, ‘left’ spearhead of Social Democ- 
racy. 

To continue with the Jmprecorr article: 

"The reactionaries KNOW what they are doing. They KNOW WHY they 
publish the article of Trotsky. For the sake of the credulous he is at liberty to 
make the reservation: 'Before I started writing this article, | dernanded the right 
of full freedom for my utterance. I will either say what I think or I will say 
nothing.’ Everyone has the right to ask since when and why the bourgeois im- 
perialist press has become a free tribune for such as profess themselves to be 
good Leninists. And if this ’truth’ which appears today in the columns of the 
Daily Express ... has been paid for with the gold of the bourgeoisie, every 
worker will understand that this ‘ruth’ is ADVANTAGEOUS to the bour- 
geoisie, otherwise it would hardly be paid for. Let Trotsky declare that he does 
not atm at propaganda but solely at the truth. Anyone who knows that Trotsky 
was subjected to the condition OF AVOIDING ALL REVOLUTIONARY 
PROPAGANDA will know how to estimate the meaning of his declaration 
that propaganda was not his aim. 

"And is it not curious that the British bourgeoisie is willing to pay tens of 
thousands of dollars for ‘propaganda’ to Trotsky whereas it organised its 
breach with the Soviet Union for no other reason than just on account of '‘pro- 
paganda’? Is it not obvious that Mr Trotsky’s sort of propaganda is absolutely 
different from the sort of propaganda for which Communists have been ar- 
rested and shot in all the capitalist countnes of Europe and America? ... 

"The Daily Express prefaces the article by a short remark: ’He reveals the 
secret history of the developments which led to his being a penniless politi- 
cal outcast.’ Poor Mr Trotsky. How is it possible not to pity this man who is 
now penniless and obliged to make money out of his political conscience? 
There is nothing to be done. He who has engaged to serve new masters must 
also suffer such reservations, such as Trotsky would not so long ago have at- 
tacked in the strongest terms." 

In its issue of 5 April, 1929, Imprecorr reported that Trotsky’s writings 
were finding their way even into “Fascist orpans like the Cornere della Sera 
and in ‘boulevard papers’ like the Paris Journal. In America the articles of 
Trotsky are distributed by the Current News and Features, an aualiary organi- 
sation of the Consolidated Press ... This agency controls a big newspaper in 
practically every city, and thus Trotsky has from the very beginning had the ‘big’ 
press on his side." 
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With regard to Trotsky’s venomously anti-Sovict propaganda, m the dis- 
semination of which he had the gleeful cooperation of the leading mmpenial- 
ist organs and press barons, % is worth while reproducing the followimg, 
albes long, quotation from The Great Conspiracy - a splendid book by Kahn 
and Sayers: 

* .. AS far back as 1903, Trotsky had mastered the propaganda device of 
what Lenin called ‘ultra-revolutionary slogans which cost him nothing.’ 

“Now, on a world-scale, Trotsky proceeded to develop the propaganda 
technique he had originally employed against Lenin and the Botshevik Party. 
In innumerable ultrateftist and violently radical-sounding articles, books, 
pamphlets and speeches, Trotsky began to attack the Soviet regime and call for 
its violent overthrow - not because & was revolutionary, but because i was, as 
he phrased it, 'counter-revolutionary’ and ‘reactionary’. 7 

“Overnight, many of the older anti-Bolshevik crusaders abandoned their 
jormer pro-Czarist and openly counter- revolutionary propaganda line, and 
adopted the new, strearnlined Trotskyite device of attacking the Russian Revol- 
ution from the Left’. In the following years it becarne an accepted thing for a 
Lord Rothermere or a Williarn Randolph Hearst to accuse Josef Stalin of "be- 
fraying the Revolution’ ... 

"Trotsky’s first major propaganda work to introduce this new anti-Soviet 
line to the international counter-revolution was his melodramatic, serni-fict- 
tious autobiography, My Life. First published as a series of anti-Soviet articles 
by Trotsky in European and American newspapers, its ain as a book was to 
vilify Stalin and the Soviet Union, increase the prestige of the Trotskytte move- 
ment and bolster the myth of Trotsky as the ‘world revolutionary.’ Trotsky de- 
picted himself in My Life as the real inspirer and organizer of the Russian 
Revolution, who had been somehow tricked out of his rightful place as Rus- 
sian leader by ‘crafty’, ‘mediocre’ and "Asiatic’ opponents. 

“Anti-Soviel agents and publicists unmediately ballyhooed Trotsky’s book 
into a sensational world-wide best seller which was said to tell the ‘inside story’ 
of the Russian Revolution. 

"Adolf Hitler read Trotsky’s autobiography as soon as it was published. 
Hitler's biographer, Konrad Heiden, tells in Der Fuchrer how the Naz leader 
surprised a circle of his friends in 1930 by bursting into rapturous praise of 
Trotsky’s book. "Brilliant!’ cried Hitler, waving Trotsky’s My Life at his follo- 
wers. "I have learnt a great deal from it, and so can you!’ 
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"Trotsky's book rapidly became a textbook for the anti-Soviet Intelligence 
Service. It was accepted as a basic guide for propaganda against the Soviet 
regime. The Japanese secret police made it compulsory reading for imprisoned 
Japanese and Chinese Communists, in an effort to break down their morale 
and to convince them that Soviet Russia had betrayed the Chinese Revolution 
and the cause for which they were fighting. The Gestapo made similar use of 
the book ... 

"My Life was only the opening shot in Trotsky’s prodigious anti-Soviet pro- 
paganda campaign. It was followed by The Revolution Betrayed, Soviet 
Economy in Danger, The Failure of the Five-Year Plan, Stalin and the 
Chinese Revolution, The Stalin School of Falsification, and countless other 
anti-Soviet books, pamphlets and articles, many of which first appeared under 
glaring headlines in reactionary newspapers in Europe and America. Trotsky’s 
‘Bureau’ supplied a continual stream of ‘revelations,’ ‘exposures’ and ‘inside 
stones’ about Russia for the anti-Soviet world press. 

“For consumption inside the Soviet Union, Trotsky published his official 
Bulletin of the Opposition. Printed abroad, first in Turkey, then in Germany, 
France, Norway and other countries, and smuggled into Russia by secret Trot- 
skyite couriers, the Bulletin was not intended to reach the Soviet masses. It 
was auned at the diplomats, state officials, military men, and intellectuals who 
had once followed Trotsky or who seemed likely to be influenced by him. The 
Bulletin also contained directives for the propaganda work of the Trotskyites 
both within Russia and abroad. Ceaselessly, the Bulletin drew lurid pictures 
of coming disaster for the Soviet regime, predicting industrial crises, renewed 
civil war, and the collapse of the Red Army at the first foreign attack. The Bul- 
Ictin skillfully played on all the doubts and anueties which the extreme ten- 
sions and hardships of the construction period aroused in the minds of 
unstable, confused and dissatisfied elernents. The Bulletin openly called upon 
these elements to undermine and carry out acts of violence against the Soviet 
Government. 

“Here are some typical examples of the anti-Soviet propaganda and calls 
for the violent overthrow of the Soviet regime which Trotsky spread throughout 
the world tn the years following his expulsion from the USSR:- 

"The police of the prescnt-day leadership, the tiny group of Stalin, is 
leading the country at full speed to dangerous crises and collapse.’ (Letter to 
Members of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, March 1930). 

"’The impending crisis of Sovict economy will inevitably and within the 
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very near future, crumble the sugary legend /that socialism can be built in 
one country] and we have no reason to doubt, will scatter many dead ... The- 
[Soviet] economy functions without material reserves and without calcala- 
tion ... the uncontrolled bureaucracy has tied up its prestige with the sub- 
sequent accumulation of errors ... a crisis is impending /in the Soviet Union] 
with a retinue of consequences such as the enforced shutting down of enter- 
prises and uncmployment.’ - Soviet Economy in Danger, 1932. 

"The hungry workers fin the Soviet Union] are dissatisfied with the 
policies of the party. The party is dissatisfied with the leadership. The 
peasantry is dissatisfied with industrialization, with collectivization, with the 
city.” - article in the 'Militant’ (USA), February 4, 1933. 

"The first social shock, external or internal, may throw the atomized So- 
viet Society into avil war.’ The Soviet Union and the Fourth International, 
1933. 

"It would be childish to think that the Stalin bureaucracy can be 
removed by means of a Party or Soviet Congress. Normal, constitutional 
means are no longer available for the removal of the ruling clique ... They 
can be compelled to hand over power to the Proletarian vanguard only by 
FORCE.’ Bulletin of the Opposition, October 1933. 

"The political crises converge toward the general crisis which is creep- 
ing onward.’ The Kirov Assassination, 1935. 

“Inside the Party, Stalin has put himself above all criticism and the State. 
It is impossible to displace him except by assassination. Every oppositionist 
becomes ipso facto a terrorist.’ Staternent from interview with William Ran- 
dolph Hearst's 'New York Evening Journal’, January 26, 1937. 


"Can we expect that the Soviet Umion will come out of the coming great 
war without defeat? To this frankly posed question, we will‘ answer as 
frankly: If the war should remain only a war, the defeat of the Soviet Union 
would be inevitable. In a technical, economic and military sense, imperial- 
ism ts incomparably more strong. If it is not paralysed by revolution in the 
West, imperialism will sweep away the present regime.’ - Article in "Ameni- 
can Mercury’, March, 1937. 

"The defeat of the Soviet Union is inevitable in case the new war shall 
not provoke a new revolution ... If we theoretically admit war without revol- 
ution, then the defeat of the Soviet Union ts inevitable.’ Testimony at Hear- 
ings in Mexico, April, 1937." (pp. 224-227, Red Star Press). 
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Somc of the Trotskyist groups, in a vain attempt to justify Trotsky, have 
compared the lattcr’s relation with the imperialist press to Mar’s articles 
for the New York Daily Tribune in the 1850s. This comparison, however, will 
not stand scrutiny. Herc are the diffcrences: 

The Daily Express was in 1929, as it ts today, the organ of imperialist re- 
action, whereas the New York Daily Tribune was in the 1850s the organ of 
the most advanced democracy in the pre-imperialist phase of American 
capitalism - a period in which bourgeois democracy was still progressive 
and had significant progressive tasks on its agenda, for example the aboli- 
tion of slavery. It had been founded by a group of Fourierist Utopian so- 
cialists and it campaigned against slavery and in support of the democratic 
movement in Europe. Mehring, in his biography of Marx, says that the 
Tribune, "by ts agitation for an American brand of Founerism raised itself 
above the exclusively money-grubbing activities of a capitalist undertaking.” 
(p.227). 

For Lord Beaverbrook, it goes without saying, no human activity could 
be nobler than moncey-grubbmg. Whereas Marx got a few dollars for excel- 
lently written and thoroughly researched scientific pieces of work on revol- 
utionary democratic movements in Europe and India, Trotsky’s wallet was 
stuffed with imperialist blood money for his reactionary attacks on the first 
socialist country, which was at the time heroically building socialism in defi- 
ance of internal opposition and imperialist encirclement alike. Whereas 
Marx in his articles attacked and exposed all reaction, Trotsky attacked so- 
cialism in the USSR and his articles are singularly lacking in any exposure of 
imperialism. After all, Beaverbrook was not paying Trotsky to expose Brit- 
ish imperialism: he was paying to attack the Soviet Union and the Comin- 
tern - the international communist movement - which 1s all that Trotsky was 
“free” to write in the Daily Express, and other imperialist organs. 

In vicw of the foregoing, there is no companson between Marx’s Tribune 
articles and those by Trotsky in the Daify Express and other imperialist or- 
gans. We might be inclincd to entertain such a companson if, for example, 
Marx had, 4 la Trotsky, prostituted himself during the period of Bismarck’s 
anti- socialist Icgislation by writing for the reactionary German gutter press 
articles attacking socialist leaders and received in tum huge amounts of 
moncy in appreciation for the same. 


After bis cxpulsion from the Soviet Union, Trotsky continued as he 
began with his articles for Lord Beaverbrook’s Daily Express. Throughout 
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the 1930s he was imperialism’s foremost anti-communist sensationalist pro- 
pagandist. All his major works, from My Life in 1929 to his biography of 
Stalin (a hysterical diatribe against Stalin on which he was working just be- 
fore his death) were all written for the consumption of the imperialist press. 

In his anti-Soviet campaign, driven by an insatiable desire for personal 
revenge, Trotsky loses all credibility, even by the abysmally low standards of 
objectivity required of anti-communist journalism by the ‘quality press. In 
his Diary in Exale, Trotsky writes of Stalin m the following terms: 

"The motive of PERSONAL REVENGE has always been a considerable 
factor in the repressive policies of Stalin ... His craving for revenge on me is 
completely unsatisfied ... This is the source of gravest apprehensions for Stalin: 
that savage fears ideas, since he knows their explosive power and knows his 
weakness in the face of them.” (p.66). 

Anyone who is at all acquainted with the writings of BOTH Stalin and 
Trotsky would know that whereas Stalin undoubtedly held Trotsky in con- 
tempt - the proletarian contempt for a petty- bourgeois intellectual attitu- 
diniser - all the brooding and craving for personal revenge was indulged in 
by Trotsky. There is not a trace of brooding m Staim’s writings. Trotsky’s 
writings of this period (1929-39) on Stalin and the Soviet Union, on the 
other hand, have the same subjectivist character as his writings on Lenin 
during 190G-17, when he felt continuously hurt by Lenin. 

Driven by his “craving for revenge,” Trotsky writes: 

“After the bureaucracy had strangled the internal life of the party, the Stalin- 
ist tops strangled the internal life of the bureaucracy itself ..". "The Stalinist 
faction raises itself above the party and above the bureaucracy itself.” (Kirov 
Assassination, pp. 25 and 12). 

All this amounts to the following: the bureaucracy’ has expropriated’ 
the working class, and Stalin has ’expropriated the bureaucracy.’ In other 
words, the working class of the USSR was muled by a bureaucratic dictator- 
ship, which in turn was under the personal dictatorship of Stalin, who, it ts 
alleged, is even more alien to the interests of the proletariat than the bure- 
aucracy. How did Stalin come to occupy this position of dictatorial 
power? Not through political ability and fidelity to Marxism-Leninism, says 
Trotsky, but through a craving for absolutely personal power: 

“Stalin measured every situation ... by one criterion - usefulness to himself, 
to his struggle for domination over others. Everything else was intellectually 
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, 


beyond his depth ... Nor did he think through to the social significance of this 
process in which he was playing the leading role. He acted ... like the ernpiric- 
ist he is." (Trotsky: Stalin, p. 386). 

So, if we are to accept this apology of an explanation, we are obliged to 
accept also that the tempestuous and momentous developments of the 
1930s - socialist industrialisation and collectivisation - and the victory of the 
USSR over Nazi Germany took place under the personal dictatorship of a 
narrow-minded bureaucrat, a political mediocrity possessed with nothing 
other than a craving for absolute personal power, who somehow or the 
other managed to become the Soviet dictator! This is not an explanation 
but a mockery of one. This is not science but sorcery. Its value is confined 
to the expression of Trotsky’s own brooding - an expression of his injured 
feelings as an ‘unrecognised genius’, as Engels would say. 

There is not the slightest doubt that Stalin occupied an exceptional posi- 
tion in the Bolshevik Party. Although he was not the first person to occupy 
a position carrying such cnormous power (a ‘dictatorial position’, if it 
pleases some), no one else held it for so long. As Lenin explained, the mere 
fact of personal ‘dictatorship’ does not tell us anything about its class na- 
ture. And yet there was a time (1925) when Trotsky grasped this clemen- 
tary truth. In his pamphlet Where is Britain going? he writes thus: 

"Following at the tails of those living non-lions who write leading articles in 
the Manchester Guardian and other Liberal organs, the leaders of the Labour 
Party customarily contrast democracy with any kind of despotic government, in 
the form of the ‘dictatorship of Lenin’, or the ‘dictatorship of Mussolini’ ... The 
Liberal vulgarians customarily say that they are against a dictatorship from the 
left just as much as from the right, although in practice they do not let slip any 
opportunity of supporting a dictatorship of the right. For us, however, the ques- 
tion is decided by the fact that one dictatorship urges society forward, and the 
other drags it backward. The dictatorship of Mussolini is a dictatorship of a 
prematurely rotten, impotent, thoroughly corrupted Italian bourgeoisie. It ts a 
dictatorship with a broken nose. The ‘dictatorship of Lenin’ expresses the 
mighty pressure of a new historic class and its superhuman struggle with all the 
forces of the old society. If Lenin is to be compared with anyone, uf is not with 
Buonaparte, and still less with Mussolini, but with Cromwell and Robespterre. 
One can say with a certain amount of truth that Lenin is the proletarian Crom- 
well of the 20th century." (pp.91-92). 

And further: “A fool, an ignorarnus, or a Fabian may see in Cromwell 
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ONLY a personal dictator. But in actuality, here, in the conditions of a pro- 
found social rupture, the personal dictatorship was the form adopted by a class 
dictatorship, and that class which alone was capable of freeing the kernel of 
the nation from the old shells and husks." (p. 97). 

Thus it is clear that the explanation of the ’Stalin dictatorship’ is the 
same as that of the Lenin dictatorship’, for no other explanation makes any 
sense. Trotsky, who had an accurate explanation in 1925 of the ’Lenin dic- 
tatorship’, had, by the time he came to explaining the ’Stalin dictatorship’, 
become "a fool, an ignoramus, or a Fabian", who saw in Stalin “only a per- 
sonal dictator,” ignonng “the conditions of a profound social rupture" and the 
working class “which alone was capable of freeing” society from "the old shells 
and husks.° 

Trotsky, in his craving for revenge, characterises Stalin as a savage. The 
power of the savage is fantasy, for he lives in a make-believe world, in which 
he imagines that he can control the forces of nature through mimicry - that 
he can bring about rain by imitating a cloudburst. Stalin, one the other 
hand, exercised real power - a power which was by no means exercised by 
the ineffective methods of a savage. Stalin’s power was derived from the So- 
viet working class. His personal authority was no more - AND NO LESS - 
than an expression of his Icadership of the party of the proletariat (the 
CPSU) in the world-historic task of socialist construction. Stalin led this 
struggle against bitter assaults of the 'left’ (Trotskyist) and night (Bukhan- 
nite) opposition. Stalin’s Leninist line of socialist construction and collecti- 
visation won the day, and practice confirmed the correctness of this line. In 
the course of this bitter struggle for the victory of the Leninist linc, Stalin 
emerged as the most representative spokesman of the CPSU and of the So- 
viet proletariat. It ts this leadership of the struggle, so ably provided by him, 
which gave him immense, and unique, authority and power. 

The following quotation from an excellent pamphict of the late 1960s, 
produced by an anti-revisionist group, correctly traces the source of Stalin’s 
power to the Soviet proletariat: 

"The source of Stalin's power was the worlang class. His personal power, 
in fact, was nothing more than his effective leadership of the working class in 
the building of socialism. 

"Stalin led the Russian working class for thirty years. These were years of 
continuous, rapid and fundamental social change in the Soviet Union. In a 
stagnant society a personal dictatorship based on military power may continue 
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for a relatively long period by force of inertia. But the force of inertia can ex- 
plain nothing about Stalin's position. At no time would the force of inertia 
have maintained him in his position for a year. 

"In a period of revolutionary change the continuance in power of an indi- 
vidual political leader can only be explained by his effective leadership of the 
class whose interest is the motive power for this change. There was only one 
class in the Soviet Union whose interest required the abolition of capitalisrn 
and the commodity systern, and that was the working class. If Stalin’s power 
was not an expression of his effective leadership of the working class, then it 
was entirely miraculous in character.” (On Trotskyism, Irish Communist Or- 
ganisation, p.xxvil). 

As time went on, Trotsky became more and more embittered and frus- 
trated. “The final debacle of the Russian Fifth column at the Moscow cial of 
the Bloc of the Rights and Trotskyites," say Kahn and Sayers, "was a stunning 
blow to Trotsky. A note of desperation and hysteria began to dominate his 
writings. His propaganda against the Soviet Union grew increasingly reckless, 
contradictory and extravagant. He talked incessantly about his own ‘historical 
rightness’. His attacks against Josef Stalin lost all semblance of reason. He 
‘blowing smoke’ in the faces of infants. More and more, his consuming per- 
sonal hatred of Stalin became the dominating force in Trotsky’s life. He set his 
secretaries to work on a massive, vituperative Life of Stalin.” (The Great Con- 
spiracy, p.33A). 

Ten years after Trotsky’s death, his Trotskyist biographer gives this ac- 
count of Trotsky’s literary activities in the last year of his life: 

"Financial difficulties [not of food, clothing and shelter but the problems 
of financing his counter-revolutionary outfit) led him to a strange quarrel with 
Life magazine. At the end of September 1939 ... one of Life’s editors carne to 
Coyoacan [Trotsky’s Mexican fortress} and commissioned him to write an ar- 
ticle on Lenin's death [Trotsky had just finished the Chapter in Stalin sug- 
gesting that Stalin had poisoned Lenin, and this version was to be published 
in Life]. His first article appeared in the magazine on 2nd October. Abhough 
it contained relatively inoffensive reminiscences, the article raised the ire of 
pro-Stalinist ‘liberals’, who flooded Life with vituperative protests. Life printed 
some of these to the annoyance of Trotsky, who maintained that the protests 
had come from ’a GPU factory in New York, and were defamatory of him. 
He nevertheless sent in his second article, the one on Lenin’s death; but Life 
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refused to publish ut. Ironically, the objections of the editors were reasonable 
enough: they found Trotsky’s surmise that Stalin had poisoned Lenin uncon- 
vincing; and they demanded from hirn ’\ess conjecture and more unquestion- 
able facts’. He threatened to sue Life for breach of contract, and in a huff 
submitted the article to Saturday Evening Post and Colliers, where he again 
met with refusals, until Liberty finally published it. It is sad to see how much 
time in his last year the irate and futile correspondence took. In the end Life 
paid him the fee for the rejected article.“ (Deutscher, The Prophet Outcast, 
p.446). 

Trotsky’s biography of Stalin ts a collection of brooding gossip slung 
together im a manner so sensationalist, so scurrilous and patently hystcrical 
and devoid of foundation, as not to be acceptable - not only to the unperial- 
ist press organs but even to his doting biographer, Isaac Deutscher, who 
finds it prudent to concede that: 


" ... mm composing the portrait [of Stalin}, he uses abundantly and far too 
often the material of inference, guess and hearsay. He picks up any piece of 
gossip or rumour if only it shows a trait of cruelty or suggests treachery in the 
young Dyugashvili. He gives credence to Stalin's schoolmates and later 
enemies who, in reminiscences about their childhood, written in exale thirty or 
more years after the events, say that the boy Saso ’had only a sarcastic sneer for 
the joys and sorrows of his fellows’ ... or that from ‘his youth the carrying out of 
vengeful plots became for him a goal that dominated all his efforts’. He cites 
Stalin’s adversaries who depict the youngster and the mature man as almost an 
agent provocateur. 

"There is no need to go into many examples of this approach. The most 
striking is, of course, Trotsky's suggestion that Stalin had poisoned Lenin." 
(Ibid., p. 453). 

Deutscher is unable to reconcile himself to Trotsky’s caricature of Stalin. 
So much had the allegedly brilliant Trotsky degencrated by 1939 that even 
his admirers and idolaters felt uncomfortable and embarrassed by his lite- 
rary activity. Deutscher finds Trotsky’s depiction of Stalin "unplausible" be- 
cause: 

"The monster does not form, grow and emerge. He is almost fully-fledged 
from the outset. Any better qualites and emotions ... without which no young 
man would ever join a persecuted revolutionary party, are almost totally ab- 
sent. Stalin’s rise within the party is not due to merit or achievement; and so 
his career becornes very nearly inexplicable. His election to Lenin’s Polttburo, 
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his presence in the Bolshevik inner cabinet, and his appointment to the post of 
General Secretary appear quite fortuitous." (Ibid. p. 455). 

From 1929 to 20 August 1940, the day he died, Trotsky rendered an anti- 
communist lackey-service of inestimable proportions to the imperialist pro- 
paganda machine, and while departing from this world, be fittingly 
entrusted his archives to the imperialist bourgeotsic. Whereas Marx had 
given everything to Engels, the latter passed everything on to the German 
Social Democratic Party (revolutionary at the time). Likewise, Leni and 
Stalin bequeathed everything to the Bolshevik Party. Trotsky sold his 
archives to Harvard University for $15,000, where they continue to be used 
as ’research’ material in the ceaseless anti-communist propaganda of inter- 

And during all this period, Trotsky’s anti-communist literary activity was 
supplemented by practical activity, meticulously co-ordinated through inti- 
mate ties between Trotsky’s so-called Fourth International and the Axis 
Fifth Column network. Let Kahn and Sayers take up the story: 

“From the fortified Coyoacan villa, Trotsky directed his world-wide anti- 
Soviet organization, the Fourth International. 

"Throughout Europe, Asia, and North and South America, inmate ties 
existed between the Fourth International and the Axis Fifth Cohumn network:- 

"IN CZECHOSLOVAKIA: Trotskyites were worlang in collaboration with 
the Nazi agent Konrad Henlein and his Sudeten Deutsche Partei (German 
Sudeten Party). Sergei Bessonov, the Trotskyite counter who had been a coun- 
sellor at the Soviet Embassy in Berlin, testified when he was on tial in 1938 
that in the surnmer of 1935 he had established connections in Prague with 
Konrad Henlein. Bessonov stated that he personally had acted as an interme- 
diary between Henlein’s group and Leon Trotsky. 

IN FRANCE: Jacques Doriot, Nazi agent and founder of the fascist Popu- 
lar Party, was a renegade Communist and Trotskyite. Donot worked closely, 
as did other Nazi agents and French fascists, with the French section of the 
Trotskyite Fourth International. 

IN SPAIN: Trotskyites permeated the ranks of the POUM, the Fifth Col- 
umn organization which was aiding Franco's Fascist uprising. The head of the 
POUM was Andreas Nin, Trotsky’s old friend and ally. 

"IN CHINA: Trotskyites were operating under the direct supervision of the 
Japanese Military Intelligence. Their work was highly regarded by leading 
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Japanese Intelligence officers. The chief of the Japanese espionage service in 
Peiping stated in 1937: "We should support the group of Trotskyites and pro- 
mote their success, so that their activitics in various parts of China may 
benefit and advantage the empire, for these Chinese are destructive to the 
unity of the country. They work with remarkable finesse and skill.’ 

"IN JAPAN: Trotskyites were called the brain trust of service’. They in- 
structed Japanese secret agents at special schools on the techniques of pene- 
trating the Communist Party in Soviet Russia and of combating anti-fascist 
activities in China and Japan. 

"IN SWEDEN: Nils Hyg, one of the leading Trotskyites, had received a fin- 
ancial subsidy from the pro-Nazi financier and swindler, Ivar Kreuger. The 
facts of Kreuger’s subsidization of the Trotskyite movernent were made public 
after Kreuger’s suicide, when the auditors found among his papers receipts 
from all sorts of political adventurers, including Adolf Hitler. 

"Throughout the world, the Trotskyites had become the instrurnents by 
which the Aus intelligence services sought to penetrate the liberal, radical and 
labour movements for their own ends.” (The Great Conspiracy, pp. 331-2). 

The same authors emphasise that even after Trotsky’s death, the Fourth 
from Britain and America, they add: 

The American foreign correspondent, Paul Ghali of the Chicago Daily 
News, reported from Switzerland on Septernber 28, 1944, that Heinrich Hirnm- 
ler, chief of the Gestapo, was making use of the European Trotskyites as part 
of the planned Nazi underground for post-war sabotage and intrigue. Ghali re- 
ported that fascist youth organizations were being trained in Trotskyite 'Mar- 
xis’, supplied with false papers and arms and left behind Allied lines with 
orders to infiltrate the Communist Parties in the liberated areas. In France, 
Ghali revealed, members of Joseph Darnand’s fascist Militia were being armed 
by the Nazis for terrorism and post-war Fifth Column activities. "This scum of 
the Freach population,’ Ghaii’s report added, ’is being now trained for Bol- 
shevik activity in the tradition of Trotsky’s Intcrnational under the personal 
orders of Heinrich Hummler. Their work is to sabotage allied communica- 
tion lines and assassinate De Ganllist Preach politicians. They are being in- 
structed to tell thet fcllow-countrymea that the prescat-day Soviet Union 
represcats Only a bourgeois deformation of Lenim’s origmal principles and 
that @ is high time to reture to sound Bolshevik idcology. This formation of 
groups of red terrorists is Hismier’s most reccat policy, aimed at creating a 
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fourth international, amply contaminated by Nazi germs. It is aimed against 
both Bntish and Americans and Russians, particularly the Russians.” (/bid. 
p-33). 

Trotsky’s theoretical and organisational blunders were compounded by 
his msufferable arrogance and a belief in his own infalltbility. To give the 
reader a taste of Trotsky’s nauscatingly puffed-up arrogance, typical of the 
petty-bourgeots intellectual he was, we conclude this appendix with three 
quotations from Trotsky’s My Life, all of which reveal him to be what he re- 
ally was - a poseur and an attitudiniser. 

During the 1905 Revolution, Trotsky returned to Russia and became a 
prominent member of the St Petersburg Soviet, then under the control of 
the Mensheviks. At 26 he emerged from the experience with the conviction 
that he was destined to be the leader of the Russian revolution, already talk- 
mg im terms of his fate” and his ‘revolutionary intuition." More than 20 years 
later, he wrote: 

“I came to Russia in February of 1905; the other émigré leaders did not 
come until October and November. Among the Russian comrades, there was 
not one from whom I could lear anything. On the contrary, I had to assume 
the position of teacher myself... In October, I plunged headlong into the ggan- 
tic whirlpool, which, in a personal sense, was the greatest test for my powers. 
Decisions had to be made under fire. I can’t help noting here that those deci- 
sions came to me quite obviously ... | organically felt that my years of appren- 
ticeship were over .... in the years that followed I have been learning as a 
master learns, and not as a pupil ... No great work is possible without intuition. 
... The events of 1905 revealed in me, I believe, this revolutionary intuition, and 
enabled me to rely on its assured support during my later life .. In all conscien- 
tiousness, | cannot, in the appreciation of the political situation as a whole 
and of its revolutionary perspectives, accuse myself of any serious errors of 
judgrnent.* 

On 21 January 1924 Lenin died. Trotsky, who was at the time recupera- 
ting in the Caucasus from a mild attack of influenza, did not return to Mas- 
cow for Lenin’s funeral, staying instead at the seaside resort of Sukhum. He 
records: 

“At Sukhum I spent long days lying on the balcony facing the sea. Al- 
though it was January the sun was warm and bright ...As I breathed the aw in, 
I assimilated with my whole being the assurance of my historical rightness ... “ 
(My Life). 
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Trotsky concluded his book with this final paragraph, striving to strike a 
new pose - this time by going back to Proudhoa, the petty-bourgeois market 
socialist and father of modern anarchism: 


° ... Proudhon," says Trotsky, "had the nature of a fighter, a spiritual disin- 
terestedness, a capacity for despising official public opinion, and finally, a 
own life ... as he did above all contemporaneous reality. On Apnil 26, 1852, 
Proudhon wrote to a friend from prison: 

"The movement ts no doubt irregular and crooked, but the tendency is 
constant. What every government does mm turn in favour of revolution 
becomes inviolable ... : I enjoy watching this spectacle, in which I under- 
stand every single picture; I observe these changes in the life of the world as 
if I bad received their explanation from above; what depresses others clev- 
ates me more and more, inspires and fortifies me; how can you want me 
then to accuse destiny, to complain about people and curse them? Destiny - 
I laugh at it; and as for men, they are too ignorant, too enslaved for me to 
feel annoyed at them.’ 

“Despite their slight savour of ecclesiastical eloquence, those are fine 
words. I subscribe to them." (My Life). 

At least when Proudhon felt the urge to rise above "all conternporaneous 
reality,” he did so in private correspondence. For his part, Trotsky, when he 
struck this pose, laughing at destiny and despising men and women as "too 
ignorant" and "too enslaved", he did so in the mperialist press, that is, 
through the very instruments for the perpetuation of ignorance and slavery. 
No wonder he was handsomely rewarded by the Beaverbrooks of the world 
for his attempts to keep the working class in benighted ignorance. 

Trotsky’s striving at striking a Proudhonist pose reminds us of this pene- 
trating observation by Marx: 

”... all facts and personages of great importance in history occur, as it were, 
twice ... : the first ime as tragedy, the second as farce." (The Eighteenth Bru- 
maure of Louis Bonaparte). 

In 1939, Trotsky was in touch with the Congressional Committee headed 
by Representative Martin Dies of Texas. Set up to investigate un-American 
activities, the Committee had become a forum for anti-Soviet propaganda. 
Trotsky was invited to testify as an ’expert witness’ on the menace of Mos- 
cow. The New York Times of 8 December 1939 quoted Trotsky as saying 
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that he considered it his political duty to testify before the Dies Committec. 
Arrangements were discussed for Trotsky’s travel to the US. Thc plan, 
however, fcll through. Less than cight months later, Trotsky was murdered 


by one of his own followers, Jacson, in the heavily forufied villa at Coyoacan 
in Mexico. 


APPENDIX 3 


A Trotskyist Murders Trotsky 


ate in the afternoon of 20 August, 1940, in a heavily fortified villa at 
#~4Coyoacan (Mexico), Frank Jacson, one of Trotsky’s followers, murdered 
his leader, Trotsky, by smashing his head in with an Alpine pickaxe. Trot- 
sky’s murder by one of his own disciples became the occasion for the Trot- 
skyites to attribute yet another imaginary crime to Stalin’s agents - the 
murder of Trotsky. As always, reality is very different from its portrayal by 
Trotskyism. Here are the facts: 


In September, 1939, a European Trotskyite agent travelling under the 
assumed name of Frank Jacson (his real name was Jacques Mornard van 
den Dresche) arrived in the US. Jacson had been recruited into the Trot- 
skyite movement while a student at the Sorbonne in Paris by Sylvia Ageloff, 
an American Trotskyist. In 1939 he was contacted in Paris by a repre- 
sentative of the so-called Fourth International and told to go to Mexico to 
serve as one of Trotsky’s ’secretaries’. Jacson was met on his arrival by Syl- 
via Ageloff and other Trotskyists and taken to Coyoacan, where he started 
working for Trotsky. After his arrest, Jacson told the Mexican police: 

"Trotsky was going to send me to Russia with the object of organising a new 
state of things in the USSR ... Our mission was to bring demoralisation in to 
the Red Army, commut different acts of sabotage in armament plants and other 
factories.” 

Jacson never went on his terroristic mission to the Soviet Union. Instead 
he accomplished one at Villa Coyoacan. Let Sayers and Kahn take up the 
story: 

“Arrested by the Mexican police, Jacson said he had wanted to marry Sylvia 
Ageloff, and that Trotsky had forbidden the marnage. A violent quarrel, invol- 
ving the girl, broke out between the two men. ‘For her sake’, said Jacson, '1 decided 
to sacnfice myscif entirely.’ 

"In a further statement, Jacson declared:- 


“ ... instead of finding myself face to face with a political chief who was directing the 
struggle for the liberation of the working class, I found myself before a man who desired 
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nothing more than to satisfy bis oceds and desires of vengeance and of bate and who did not utilee the workers’ 
struggle for anything more than a means of hiding his own paltniness and despicable calcula- 
tions ... in connection with his house, which he said very well had been converted into a for- 
tress. 1 asked myself very often, from where had come the money for such work —. Perhaps 
the consul of a great foreign nation who often visited him could answer thés question for us 


“It was Trotsky who destroyed my nature, my future and all my affections. He coa- 
verted me into a man withoul a name, without country, into an instrument of Trotsky .. 


Trotsky crushed me in his hands as if I had been paper.’ 


"The death of Leon Trotsky left only one living candidate for the Napole- 
onic role in Russia: Adolf Hitler.” (The Great Conspiracy, pp. 335-336, 1946). 
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